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DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
November 18, 1999.

I hereby appoint the Honorable STEVEN C.
LATOURETTE to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER
The Reverend Douglas Tanner, Faith
and Politics Institute, Washington,

D.C., offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, we come before You
this week before Thanksgiving only
partially conscious of the many gifts
You bestow upon us. We know that
while others are hungry, we are fed,
and while others are without shelter,
we live in comfort. We give thanks for
our material blessings and often share
a measure of our abundance with those
less fortunate.

Yet, we can live as unaware of the
gifts You give us in each other, the
gifts of those who think differently
from the way we do, those whose expe-
riences shape their perspectives dif-
ferently from ours, those whose cul-
tures cultivate different values and
sensitivities, those whom You have
placed with us in a land which we call
one nation, indivisible, with liberty
and justice for all.

Grant us, we pray in this season, a
deeper appreciation of our brothers and
our sisters all across this land, and
across the aisles in this chamber. Open
our hearts and strengthen our souls
until we are instruments of Your
peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MoOAKLEY) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. MOAKLEY led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

| pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3308

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to remove my
name as cosponsor of H.R. 3308.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?
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There was no objection.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.J. RES. 82, MAKING FUR-
THER CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000
AND H.J. RES. 83, MAKING FUR-
THER CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, | call up
House Resolution 385 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 385

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 82)
making further continuing appropriations
for the fiscal year 2000, and for other pur-
poses. The joint resolution shall be consid-
ered as read for amendment. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the joint resolution to final passage without
intervening motion except: (1) one hour of
debate equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Appropriations; and (2)
one motion to recommit.

SEC. 2. Upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order without intervention of
any point of order to consider in the House
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 83) making
further continuing appropriations for the fis-
cal year 2000, and for other purposes. The
joint resolution shall be considered as read
for amendment. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the joint resolu-
tion to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations; and (2) one motion to re-
commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. GosS) is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, before we
begin on the rule, I am going to yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. THUNE) for a matter of in-
terest to all Members of the House.

(Mr. THUNE asked and was given
permission to speak out of order.)

TRIBUTE TO READING CLERK BOB BERRY

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, | wish to rise today to
recognize the contributions of Bob
Berry, a fellow South Dakotan.

Bob Berry has served the last several
months as a Reading Clerk on the
House Floor. Bob’s father is a legend in
South Dakota, the former Congress-
man E.Y. Berry, who represented
South Dakota from 1951 to 1971. After
his father’s service, Bob served this in-
stitution as the Republican Reading
Clerk. After several years of service,
Bob was able to retire from the House
11 years ago.

As a result of the temporary depar-
ture of another Reading Clerk, Bob was
asked to temporarily return to his old
position in the House. The institution
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greatly appreciated Bob’s willingness
to return and enjoyed the last several
months of his daily service.

The end of this session will allow Bob
to return to retirement. We know he
and his lovely wife, Marilyn, are
pleased that the need for his services
has passed and that they can enjoy
their freedom to travel and visit their
children, grandchildren and friends
again.

Bob, on behalf of the House, | want to
express our thanks for your service.
You have truly helped this institution
over the last several months and your
contributions are much appreciated.

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | move that
the House do now adjourn.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 14, nays 375,
not voting 44, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 598]

YEAS—14
Etheridge McCrery Ryan (WI)
Filner Obey Sensenbrenner
Green (WI) Peterson (MN) Spratt
Kind (WI) Petri Towns
Manzullo Rahall

NAYS—375
Abercrombie Brown (OH) DeMint
Aderholt Bryant Deutsch
Allen Burr Diaz-Balart
Andrews Buyer Dickey
Archer Callahan Dicks
Armey Calvert Dixon
Bachus Camp Doggett
Baird Campbell Doolittle
Baker Canady Doyle
Baldacci Cannon Dreier
Baldwin Capuano Duncan
Ballenger Cardin Edwards
Barcia Castle Ehlers
Barr Chabot Ehrlich
Barrett (NE) Chambliss Emerson
Barrett (WI) Chenoweth-Hage Engel
Bartlett Clay English
Barton Clayton Eshoo
Bass Clement Evans
Becerra Clyburn Everett
Bentsen Coble Ewing
Bereuter Coburn Farr
Berkley Collins Fletcher
Berman Combest Foley
Berry Condit Forbes
Biggert Cook Ford
Bilirakis Cooksey Fossella
Bishop Costello Fowler
Blagojevich Coyne Frank (MA)
Bliley Cramer Frelinghuysen
Blumenauer Crane Frost
Blunt Crowley Gallegly
Boehlert Cummings Ganske
Boehner Cunningham Gejdenson
Bonilla Danner Gekas
Bonior Davis (FL) Gephardt
Bono Davis (IL) Gibbons
Borski Davis (VA) Gilchrest
Boswell Deal Gillmor
Boucher DeFazio Gilman
Boyd DeGette Gonzalez
Brady (PA) Delahunt Goode
Brady (TX) DelLauro Goodlatte
Brown (FL) DelLay Goodling
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Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey

Ackerman
Bateman
Bilbray
Burton
Capps
Carson
Conyers
Cox

Cubin
Dingell
Dooley
Dunn
Fattah
Franks (NJ)

Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Olver

Ortiz

Ose

Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul

Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
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Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—44

Gutierrez
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hinchey
Hoekstra
Hunter
Hutchinson
Kanjorski
Kasich
Klink
Martinez
MclIntosh
Meehan
Meek (FL)

Meeks (NY)
Millender-
McDonald
Oberstar
Pastor
Radanovich
Ros-Lehtinen
Sabo
Scarborough
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)

Vento Wexler Wise
Watts (OK) Weygand Young (AK)
0O 1028
Messrs. COBURN, BLAGOJEVICH,

DICKEY, McHUGH, MORAN of Vir-
ginia, LINDER, SALMON, BENTSEN,
SPENCE, FROST, Ms. WOOLSEY, Ms.
SANCHEZ, and Ms. DANNER changed
their vote from ““yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin and Mr.
PETRI changed their vote from ‘“‘nay’’
to “‘yea.”

So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.J. RES. 82, MAKING FUR-
THER CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000
AND H.J. RES. 83, MAKING FUR-
THER CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2000—
Continued

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The pending business is
consideration of House Resolution 385
offered by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. GosSs).

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
GosSs) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for purposes
of debate only, | yield the customary 30
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), my colleague,
pending which | yield myself such time
as | may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, today, we place before
the House what will hopefully be the
last continuing resolution for fiscal
year 2000. Yesterday, | referred to the
movie ‘‘Groundhog Day’’ to describe
the events of the past few weeks, where
we seem to wake up each morning and
do the same things we did the day be-
fore. And while we are here again as we
were yesterday considering a rule to
bring forward another short-term ex-
tension of the budget deadline, we are
confident that a final agreement has
been brokered and the process is finally
now near total completion.

Like yesterday'’s, this rule is a stand-
ard closed rule providing for consider-
ation of a continuing resolution whose
expiration date is November 23. The
rule waives all points of order against
consideration of the joint resolution,
provides 1 hour of debate, equally di-
vided between the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and affords the tradi-
tional motion to recommit.

Mr. Speaker, we have all been strug-
gling to find the right negotiating mix
to bring this budget process to a con-
clusion. Our firm line in the sand has
remained constant: we will not spend
one dime of the Social Security Trust
Fund. While there has been the normal
and appropriate give and take between
the White House and the Congress on a
host of other issues, our constituents,

H12731

both young and old, | think are the
real winners today.

Mr. Speaker, for the first time in
over the 3 decades, Washington, D.C.,
will not be using Social Security as a
slush fund. We have made the tough
choices necessary to balance the budg-
et without touching Social Security. It
has been a long, it has been an arduous
process; but the end result under the
circumstances, | think, is well worth
the effort: a more secure retirement for
all Americans.

Just as there was 5 years ago when
our new majority pledged to balance
the budget, some cynical naysayers
have claimed that we could not do the
job this year without borrowing from
Social Security. They were wrong in
1994, and they are wrong again today.
We can do better, and this budget
proves it.

Mr. Speaker, | want to particularly
commend at this time the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), Speaker of
the House, for his persistence and lead-
ership, and the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and all the
other Members who have made this day
come to pass.

It is a good victory for Congress, and
a good one for the American people. |
urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on the rule and the
underlying CR, of course.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
Goss), who | have not seen since 4
o’clock this morning, for yielding me
the customary half hour, and | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, even though we are 49
days into the fiscal year, only eight of
the thirteen appropriation bills have
been signed into law. Appropriation ne-
gotiations have been going on and on
and on, with little hope in sight. That
is until very early this morning.

Early this morning at about 2
o’clock, the appropriators and the
White House reached agreement on an
enormous omnibus appropriations bill
that lumps all unfinished business to-
gether in one massive document nearly
no one can understand. And sup-
posedly, we just need to pass a couple
of more continuing resolutions to keep
the government open until the appro-
priation process is mercifully behind
us, and the President signs this behe-
moth bill.

Mr. Speaker, the rule we are consid-
ering today makes in order not one,
but two continuing resolutions. The
first expires on November 23, and the
second expires on December 2. | am
told this is done to accommodate the
deliberations of the Senate, so | see no
reason to oppose it, despite the strange
and inefficient process.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
support this rule, and support the con-
tinuing resolution.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), my
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colleague and friend, the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. Goss) for yielding me the time,
and |1 think we are going to pass the
rule without too much difficulty.

But, Mr. Speaker, if | could have the
attention of the House, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY)
just mentioned the 4 o’clock hour, and
he is right on target. At 6 minutes
after 3 a.m. this morning, with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) in
the chair, | was able to file the final
agreement on the last appropriations
package.

We went to the Committee on Rules
at 20 minutes after 3:00 and by 3:45, my
part of it was complete and | was home
by 4:30 this morning. I am not sure
when the gentleman from Massachu-
setts got home, but the important
issue here is that | have the oppor-
tunity to compliment and congratulate
the Members of the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the subcommittee
chairmen and all of those who have
done such a good job through this proc-
ess.

But, Mr. Speaker, the unsung heroes
do not often get those accolades, and |
think it is appropriate that they do.
Those heroes are the members of the
Committee on Rules. They are here for
early morning meetings and late night
meetings. | want to compliment the
gentleman from  California (Mr.
DREIER) and all of the members of the
Committee on Rules for being available
when the legislative process requires
their presence.

In the last 10 days of our very serious
negotiation with the representatives
from the President’s office, there have
been numerous evenings when the
Committee on Rules was told, be avail-
able, because we think we might have a
bill for their consideration tonight.
They have had to wait here until 10 or
11 o’clock at night, or midnight, and
then the appropriators were not ready
or the deal had not been struck yet.
They have been so faithful to their re-
sponsibilities, and | just think it is
timely to call attention to the work
that they do and the generous giving of
their time to help this process move.

Again, | want to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Chairman
DREIER) and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY), the ranking
member, and all of the members of the
Committee on Rules for being so pa-
tient with us as we move this process
through.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
8 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), ranking member on
the Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, first of all,
before | begin, | simply want to say
something about two people. | would
like to say that the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. YOUNG) is one of the most
decent human beings | have ever dealt
with in the over 30 years | have been a
Member of this House. He and | do not
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share the same political philosophy on
many, many issues; and he and | have
different institutional responsibilities.
We try to meet our institutional re-
sponsibilities to this House as one.

Mr. Speaker, | want to say with all
the sincerity at my command that the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG),
in the way that he deals honorably
with each and every other Member of
this House, is the way every Member of
this place ought to deal with each and
every Member. | know that if the gen-
tleman promises me something, he will
stick to it. And | know that he will do
the best job that he can to deal with
the concerns of each and every Member
of this House.

I also want to say that with respect
to his counterpart in the other body,
Senator STEVENS, Senator STEVENS and
I are both known for our placid
temperaments. | simply want to say
that | regard Senator STEVENS as one
of the easiest people to deal with. Not
because he is easy in negotiations; he
is hard as nails. But one always knows
where he is coming from, and he plays
it straight; and 1, again, appreciate
that very much.

Mr. Speaker, | want to explain why |
called the last motion, and why | will
be calling a number of other motions
today. | think there are certain re-
quirements that this House ought to
meet in dealing with the most basic re-
sponsibility it has each year, which is
to pass the budget for the coming year.

Budgets are not just numbers. They
define our priorities. They indicate our
values. The budget is the primary doc-
ument by which Congress tries to influ-
ence the future direction of this coun-
try. We owe it to the country to con-
sider that budget in a serious, thought-
ful, fair-minded and honest way.

We are not going to do that today.
The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) indicated that this rule was put
to bed at almost 4 o’clock this morn-
ing. It looks like it. | saw Arianna
Huffington, again a person with whom
| do not share much in common philo-
sophically, but | saw her on a tele-
vision program on women’s issues a few
nights ago; and she observed that she
was very concerned about politicians
who would brag about the fact that
they were up until 4 o’clock in the
morning making decisions. She said, “‘I
do not trust any decision that is made
at 4 o’clock in the morning,” and I
think she is largely right.

My problem, and | have numerous
problems with this bill and I will ex-
plain more of them in detail when we
get to the actual appropriation vehicle
later on today or tomorrow, but the
fact is that there are two problems
that | have that override all others.
First of all, we have at least nine sepa-
rate authorization measures which are
being folded into this bill. One of them,
a more than 300-page authorization bill
which is yet to be conferenced, and yet
it is being thrown in here. | defy my
colleagues to tell me what is in it, and
| urge my colleagues to remember that
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we will probably be, long after this bill
is done, we will be trying to find out
what is in it.

There are nine separate authoriza-
tions. | believe instead of having only 1
hour to debate all of those authoriza-
tions, plus the budgetary decisions
that were made here in the bill before
us today, | believe each of those au-
thorizations should be pulled out of the
bill. They should be debated separately
and sequentially for at least an hour
before we vote on each and every one of
them.

Secondly, | think we should have had
24 hours to understand what is in this
bill. We are going to be haunted by a
number of things that are in this bill.
Mr. Speaker, among the authorizations
that are added to this bill are the Medi-
care, Medicaid and State Children’s
Health Insurance program, which |
probably favor. But | think we ought to
know more about how they are being
put together.

Second, we have the Admiral James
W. Nance and Meg Donovan Foreign
Relations Authorizations Act. | do not
have the foggiest idea what is in that
and neither does anybody else on the
floor. We have H.R. 3428, which brings
several dairy authorization measures
to this floor, including the Northeast
Compact. That compact was slipped
into the law in the first place several
years ago without ever having been
voted on by either body. It was slipped
in by the Senate, and now we are again
slipping it in without it ever having
been considered by either body. | think
that is illegitimate.

The Intellectual Property and Com-
munications Omnibus Reform Act.
That is the satellite bill. I understand,
coming from a rural area, the loan
guarantees that are useful in rural
areas have been taken out of that bill.
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I understand there are also patents
and trademark items in that bill. |
think we ought to know more about
that.

We have the Superfund Recycling Eg-
uity Act. This bill reminds me of what
Churchill said about Russia, ““A riddle
wrapped in a mystery inside an enig-
ma.”” We do not have any idea what
that bill is really going to do in the
fine print.

Then we have the Canyon Ferry Res-
ervoir provisions, and international
debt relief (again which | favor); but I
am concerned, very, very concerned,
about one section of that bill, which I
think may not in fact deliver what it
appears to promise.

Then we have a number of private
bills which have been attached, one of
which | think |1 would favor and the
other which | am concerned about be-
cause it only includes a few people out
of a much broader class that ought to
be included in the kind of relief con-
templated by that bill that is going to
be given.

In my view, every time | make a mo-
tion which requires a rollcall before we
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can proceed to the next stage, that
gives Members more time to find out
what is in this bill before they actually
cast the most important vote of the
session. That is why | intend to make
numerous motions today, and | most
definitely would not count on being out
of here by 4 p.m. or 5 p.m., or maybe
even today.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The Chair would remind
all Members that it is not appropriate
to make references to the characteris-
tics of Senators, even favorable charac-
teristics.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. MINGE).

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to begin by associating myself
with the comments of the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Today, we have before us an omnibus
bill which, unfortunately, bears many
similarities to the legislation that we
considered a year ago at the close of
the session. And for many of us, we
promised we would never again let our-
selves be trapped in this situation. We
had a bipartisan budget process reform
task force that worked. We came up
with a series of recommendations. But,
tragically, none of these recommenda-
tions was even brought to the floor for
debate. | hope that in the year 2000 we
can indeed take up this budget reform
proposal and, hopefully, avoid an omni-
bus catch-all bill of the type that is
being criticized today.

I recognize there are many good
points to the bill, and | too would com-
pliment the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations for his work.
I have deep respect for him. But |
would like to point out that there are
many things in there that ought to be
separately considered or are simply in-
appropriate in the bill, and commit-
ments were made earlier in the session
by the Speaker, by the majority leader
and others that these provisions would
not show up in an appropriations bill.

One such provision relates to dairy
policy. In this country we have endured
a dairy policy which has split our Na-
tion into separate zones for no good
reason other than to try to maintain
some anti-competitive framework in
dairy. This is crazy. In early December,
we will go to Seattle, many will go to
Seattle, for the WTO conference where
we will be urging that Congress expand
our international trade opportunities.
And why is it at the same time that we
are expanding international trade op-
portunities we continue to balkanize
our country with respect to dairy pro-
gramming?

Mr. Speaker, it makes absolutely no
sense that we would continue to bal-
kanize this country for purposes of
dairy policy so that fluid milk from
one part of the country, namely the
upper Midwest, is at a competitive dis-
advantage because of government pol-
icy with fluid milk from other parts of
the country. We cannot allow this type
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of antiquated dairy policy to survive,
and for this reason and others | will be
opposing the bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK).

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, 1 am sorry, marginally, to
delay proceedings, but | do not think
that significant deaths should go unno-
ticed. Unmourned, yes, but not unno-
ticed. And | am talking about the caps
of 1997.

In 1997, this House engaged in a great
orgy of self-congratulation by adopting
a budget bill which not only cut Medi-
care, apparently without anybody here
realizing that that was happening, but
which enacted a set of restrictions on
total spending. They would have lasted
from 1997 until 2002, and they would be
a template for the future. Alas, they
did not last very long. The great bal-
anced budget accomplishment of 1997,
the caps, which were unnecessary and
unrealistic at the time, have died. And
it does not seem to me in this Cham-
ber, where we are so given to ceremo-
nial oratory, that we ought to allow
that death to pass unnoticed.

The premature passing of the caps, as
| said, is not an occasion for mourning.
| think it is an occasion for celebration
that reality has finally broken through
the ideological miasma, but it ought to
be noted. And it ought to be noted for
a couple of reasons.

First of all, there were many of us
who, in 1997, thought that the caps
were, to use technical parliamentary
language, a very stupid idea. They were
clearly unrealistic, unsustainable, and
they were a farce. And | find, Mr.
Speaker, having been one of those who
said that in 1997, that as | get older one
of the few pleasures that increases with
age is being able to say, “‘l told you
so0.” So | do want to say that | and oth-
ers told you so in 1997. Welcome to re-
ality.

But it also is important because it
shows that the vision of the role of the
public sector that motivated this
House, and particularly the majority in
1997, was flawed deeply. The American
public understood better than this
House did that there are needs that can
best be served by private expenditures,
but for a civilized society to achieve
the right quality of life, some things
have to be done together; transpor-
tation, the environment, compassion
for people in need, public safety.

And the reason the caps died
unceremoniously, hopefully unnoticed,
according to the people on the other
side, they have a new thing about So-
cial Security spending, but | urge peo-
ple to go back and read the budget de-
bates of 1997. Never has an entity, the
caps, been so widely praised and so
quickly thrown over the side when re-
ality broke in.

But the important point is that this
is simply not a mistake made in num-
bers. It was a miscalculation about the
American people’s understanding of the
importance of a public sector. The
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problem the people who put the caps
had is this. It is a mathematical prob-
lem. They tried to construct a whole
that was smaller than the sum of the
parts.

All year we have been dealing with
the parts. And as we look at those
parts, public safety, education, the en-
vironment, highways, et cetera, et
cetera, as we look at the parts, we find
that they add up to more than that
whole. And, therefore, the whole with
the “W” has become a hole with an
“H.”” It has become a hole in the
ground into which the caps have been
interred and over which today we will
shovel the dirt.

So Members should be aware that
when they vote today on the major
bill, the multi-omnibus appropriation
bill, they are funding the government
at a reasonable level. And funding the
government at a reasonable level
means the end of the caps. And | hope
that we will not again put ourselves
through that.

Now, of course, it is also the case
that that bill will undo part of what we
did with Medicare. And as | look at the
extent to which this bill today will re-
pudiate what was so enthusiastically
held in 1997, | do wonder whether or not
the crack investigative team, assem-
bled by the gentleman from Indiana on
the Committee on Government Reform,
ought not to be set forward. Because
there is a possibility that in 1997 im-
posters invaded this House, imperson-
ated Members and voted into public
policy Medicare and spending programs
that were so foolish that today we have
to repudiate them.

Now, back in 1997, DNA evidence was
not as developed, so we may never
know whether it was the real Members
of the House or a group of mass invad-
ers who did it. But whatever the reason
was, the fact that the bill today will be
a thorough repudiation of the mistakes
of 1997, is something to be noticed, al-
though not mourned.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
4%, minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | wish we could vote. | wish
we had something of consequence to
vote on. | wish my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle would have pro-
vided us with real legislation.

I thank my good friend from Massa-
chusetts, the ranking member of the
Committee on Rules; but unfortu-
nately, what we have here is a bag of
tricks. This is a continuing resolution
with an extension to November 23. It is
a rule for that. | would ask, though | do
realize that we are facing the Thanks-
giving holiday, that we take our re-
sponsibilities in this body seriously.
And though | appreciate the work of
the chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations and the ranking member
for their individual intensity in the ne-
gotiations of this particular omnibus
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bill, it is sad and it is not worthy of the
American people.

Earlier this morning we heard a
point that | think is very well taken.
The American people do not even know
what we are doing up here. They do not
understand the concept, and all of the
mishmash and misinformation that has
been given to them leaves them con-
fused.

I think this bill has some valuable
points to it. Ultimately, when it comes
to the floor, we are told that teaching
hospitals, Medicare payments to hos-
pitals, and health care providers are in-
cluded. That is a positive. It helps my
community in Houston. My own school
district suffered for the lack of teach-
ers, so 100,000 teachers will be valuable.
Fifty thousand police will be valuable
as well.

But | cannot tell for the life of me
whether we are spending the Social Se-
curity surplus or whether we are sav-
ing it. And because my seniors are ex-
tremely important to me, | have great
doubts about this bill. And, in fact,
since it is not here on the table, | think
all the Members should be questioning
this bill.

Then it is interesting that although
we have argued continuously about rid-
ers and legislating on appropriations
bills, because every time we bring up
the idea of a patients’ bill of rights,
which 80 percent of the American peo-
ple would like to see us pass, or pre-
scription protection for our seniors,
who are begging for relief because they
cannot pay for housing and food and
prescriptions at the same time, we get
an argument that we cannot legislate
on appropriations bills. Yet we have a
300-page State Department bill, which
nobody knows what is in it; we have
satellite TV special interests, and | am
sure they are interested in that. | hap-
pen to support the resolution on that.
But here we are lumping all of that to-
gether. We have the dairy issue, which
some of our Members are for and
against.
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We are lowering the maintenance and
readiness of our military by cutting
into that very deeply. We have literally
taken women for granted and thrown
them aside because we have said family
planning for women around the world,
protecting their lives is irrelevant;
here goes women again; just throw
them off the side of the Earth.

And then | have been meeting for the
families of the victims of the Tanzania
and Kenya bombings. We agree we were
in error. We know we did not have the
kind of secure premises that we should
have had in our embassies overseas.
And yet, nobody has responded to the
plea of these families to provide them
with any relief. At least no one has
called my office and said that we have
given relief to the victims of those
bombings who have lost loved ones.
Some family members lost two mem-
bers of their family.

And then we leave in a deep, dark
hole 300,000 immigrants who have been
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paying taxes in this country who plead-
ed to simply allow them to apply for
legal citizenship because the INS
messed up procedurally their right to
apply for citizenship. We have been
begging for relief for these individuals
who own homes, who pay taxes, whose
children are in school, but we have
thrown them aside.

Human lives around here does not
matter. But if they have got a big
checkbook, they can write a check to
somebody, you can be sure, to get their
stuff in an omnibus bill.

I would tell Members who are consid-
ering voting for this that it is not
worth voting for and sacrificing prin-
ciples when they do not know whether
they are saving Social Security or
whether they are digging a big, deep
hole.

If we had gone through this process
the way we were supposed to go
through it and had the appropriate re-
view of these appropriations bills,
maybe we would be able to have a con-
sidered process in dealing with this om-
nibus bill.

I would simply say, Mr. Speaker,
that this continuing resolution really
needs to be extended so that we can go
to the drawing boards and deal with
this bill in the way that the American
people would like us to do so. And that
is to include the likes of prescription
protection for our seniors; include a pa-
tients’ bill of rights; to discuss a real
hate crimes bill; to provide compensa-
tion for the families who lost loved
ones in the bombings in Africa; to keep
family planning in; and, yes, to take
care of our teaching hospitals, the
100,000 teachers and the 50,000 police.

But for God’s sake, let us not vote on
a ghost of a bill when we do not know
whether we are saving Social Security
or spending every dime.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, | want to today asso-
ciate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).
This is no way to do the process and
the work of the House.

As the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) pointed out, we have nine
authorizations in this bill. I would like
to focus on one of them.

I have had the misfortune, | guess
you might call it, of serving on the
Livestock and Horticulture Sub-
committee of the Committee on Agri-
culture the last 4 years and went
through the process when Steve
Gunderson and myself, as ranking
member, and tried to bring some legis-
lation to the floor.

At that time, we were told that this
was too complicated; we could not leg-
islate it; so we had to give this to the
Department and set up a process to fig-
ure out how we are going to untangle
this convoluted system that puts one
part of the country against another.
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So we went through that process. The
results did not please the people that
put this forward, so now they have
turned around 180 degrees and they say,
well, now it is not appropriate to do
this by rule; now we are going to legis-
late it.

But what people need to understand,
in addition to that, the fact that we
are legislating 1(a), which is basically
the current fluid milk differentials, we
are also legislating the Northeast Com-
pact again in this bill, we are taking
probably the most important part of
the dairy provision and suspending it
until December 1, 2000. And that is the
new manufacturing price maneuver
that was established under this rule
that USDA put forward.

Now, those of my colleagues that
have dairy farms in their district
should understand this. | represent a
district that in some places we have
more cows than we have people. | have
one county that has 63,000 cows. | have
more cows in my district than they
have in the whole entire Northeast
Dairy Compact. And so, we are very
concerned about this. But the people
that represent dairy farmers under-
stand that the basic formula price that
we have got in place has caused some
tremendous volatility in the prices for
dairy farmers.

We have seen a drop of $6 a hundred-
weight a few months ago. We just saw
another big drop recently. We are not
going to fix this by stalling this whole
process and legislating, basically, the
status quo on dairy.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. BALDACCI).

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, first of
all, this is certainly a very terrible
process, and it is no way to run a rail-
road.

There are many things that | would
add, or there are many things that |
would take out if | were in charge and
was able to do it. But that is not the
way the process works. And now we are
at this particular point.

I think that there are more good
things in this package than there are
things that cause me concern to vote
against it. One, | would like to focus on
in particular is dairy.

The policies that we have been hear-
ing talked about as it pertains to dairy
does not take away from the issue of
recognizing that the USDA’s policy
was going to cost small dairy farmers
$200 million. It was not going to leave
things the way they were. It was going
to take $200 million from small dairy
farmers who are on the verge of col-
lapse or death and be put out of busi-
ness. It retains an extension in a dairy
compact that was a compact between
the consumers and the dairy farmers.

If we look at the price differentials,
we will see that the price of milk in the
Northeast is five cents cheaper than
the national average. So that has been
a benefit between the farmers and the
consumers.

I am also a member of the House
Committee on Agriculture, and we
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work on these issues; and there is no
unanimity to these issues, but there
are always disagreements. | appreciate
the ranking member of the Committee
on Appropriations and the concerns
that he shares, because some of us look
at this glass of milk as half full rather
than half empty.

I would also like to focus on the
teachers, the teacher training, the
smaller classrooms, more discipline,
higher test scores. We are talking
about 50,000 more police officers, safer
schools, more protection in our com-
munity. We are looking at veterans’
health care. And we are talking about
corrections in the balanced budget
amendment that impacted on hospitals
and home health agencies.

So there are many things that |1
think that when we look at that we
could be in opposition towards. And,
believe me, there are many things that
I would rewrite. But, as | have learned
in this process, we will have an oppor-
tunity in the future to change those
things, to fight for those things, and
another day will be in front of us.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, |
back the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume for
the observation that this has been a de-
bate about the continuing resolution
rule, and | think it has been properly
described.

I think it is a worthy rule. We all
know we have to have the continuing
resolution. We have provided for con-
tingencies as this, as has been ex-
plained by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MoAKLEY) and myself. No
matter how the Members feel about in-
dividual pieces of the appropriations
process, | do urge their consideration
and in a favorable way for this con-
tinuing resolution, which is necessary
for us to get on with our business and
the rest of the day’s work.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The question is on order-
ing the previous question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

This will be a 15-minute vote fol-
lowed by a possible 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 375, nays 45,
not voting 13, as follows:

yield

Evi-

[Roll No. 599]
YEAS—375
Abercrombie Armey Ballenger
Aderholt Bachus Barcia
Allen Baker Barr
Andrews Baldacci Barrett (NE)
Archer Baldwin Barrett (WI)

Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
Delauro
DelLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler

Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Holden

Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio

Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)

McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mcintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
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Shimkus Tancredo Walden
Shuster Tanner Walsh
Simpson Tauscher Wamp
Sisisky Tauzin Watkins
Skeen Taylor (NC) Watt (NC)
Skelton Terry Watts (OK)
Slaughter Thomas Waxman
Smith (MI) Thompson (CA) Weiner
Smith (NJ) Thompson (MS) Weldon (FL)
Smith (TX) Thornberry Weldon (PA)
Smith (WA) Thune Weller
Snyder Tiahrt Whitfield
Souder Tierney Wicker
Spence Toomey Wilson
Spratt Towns Wolf
Stearns Traficant Woolsey
Stenholm Turner Wu
Stump Udall (CO) Wynn
Stupak Upton Young (AK)
Sununu Vento Young (FL)
Sweeney Visclosky
Talent Vitter
NAYS—45
Baird Jackson-Lee Pastor
Becerra (TX) Rahall
Blumenauer Kanjorski Rangel
Bonior Kennedy Scott
Brown (OH) Kildee Shows
Carson Klink Stabenow
Condit Kucinich Stark
DeFazio Lee Strickland
Doggett Lewis (GA) Taylor (MS)
Evans Luther Thurman
Filner Maloney (CT) Udall (NM)
Forbes McDermott Velazquez
Gutierrez Miller, George Waters
Hill (IN) Minge Wise
Hinchey Mollohan
Inslee Napolitano
NOT VOTING—13
Ackerman Franks (NJ) Scarborough
Capps Hoekstra Wexler
Conyers Mcintosh Weygand
Dunn Meehan
Fattah Ros-Lehtinen
0 1129

Mr. Inslee changed his vote from
““yea” to “nay.”

Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
WAXMAN, and Mr. RUSH changed

their vote from ““nay”” to “‘yea.”
So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
MOTION TO RECONSIDER THE VOTE OFFERED BY

MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | move to re-
consider the vote just taken.

The

SPEAKER

pro

tempore

(LATOURETTE). Did the gentleman from
Wisconsin support the previous ques-

tion?

Mr. OBEY. Yes, | did.
MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. GOSS

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to

lay on the table the motion to recon-

sider.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.

The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. Goss)
to lay on the table the motion to re-
consider the vote offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

The question was taken;

and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 316, noes 101,
not voting 16, as follows:
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Abercrombie
Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clay
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DelLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fletcher
Foley

[Roll No. 600]

YEAS—316

Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinojosa
Hobson
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (NY)
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
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Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mink
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry

Thomas Upton Weldon (FL)
Thompson (MS) Vento Weldon (PA)
Thornberry Vitter Weller
Thune Walden Whitfield
Thurman Walsh Wicker
Tiahrt Wamp Wilson
Toomey Watkins Wolf
Towns Watts (OK) Wynn
Traficant Waxman Young (AK)
Turner Weiner Young (FL)
NAYS—101

Allen Hastings (FL) Napolitano
Andrews Hill (IN) Oberstar
Baldwin Hinchey Obey
Barrett (WI) Hoeffel Olver
Becerra Holt Owens
Bentsen Hooley Pallone
Berry Inslee Pascrell
Blumenauer Jackson-Lee Payne
Bonior (TX) Petri
Brown (FL) Johnson, E. B. Pomeroy
Brown (OH) Kanjorski Rahall
Capuano Kennedy Rivers
Carson Kildee Rothman
Clayton Kind (WI) Ryan (WI)
Clement Kucinich Sanchez
Condit Lantos Scott
Costello Larson Sensenbrenner
Coyne Lee Slaughter
DeGette Lewis (GA) Spratt
DelLauro Luther Stabenow
Doyle Maloney (CT) Stark
Edwards Manzullo Stenholm
Etheridge Markey Taylor (MS)
Evans Martinez Thompson (CA)
Fattah Mascara Tierney
Filner McCarthy (MO) Udall (CO)
Forbes McDermott Udall (NM)
Ford McGovern Velazquez
Frost McNulty Visclosky
Gejdenson Meek (FL) Waters
Gordon Miller, George Watt (NC)
Green (TX) Minge Wise
Green (WI) Moakley Woolsey
Gutknecht Mollohan Wu

NOT VOTING—16
Ackerman Hoekstra Scarborough
Capps Kleczka Strickland
Chenoweth-Hage Mclntosh Wexler
Conyers Meehan Weygand
Dunn Peterson (MN)

Franks (NJ)

Messrs.

Ros-Lehtinen

O 1139

HOLT, OBERSTAR,
GUTKNECHT changed their vote from

“aye” to “no.”

and

Messrs. HERGER, DICKS, HALL of
Ohio, and BOYD, and Mrs. MYRICK,
Ms. BERKLEY, and Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD changed their vote from ‘‘no’” to
“aye.”

So the motion to table the motion to
reconsider was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 352, noes 63,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 601]

This

AYES—352
Abercrombie Bachus Barr
Aderholt Baird Barrett (NE)
Allen Baker Bartlett
Andrews Baldacci Bass
Archer Ballenger Bateman
Armey Barcia Bentsen

Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
DeLauro
DelLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
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Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)

Miller, Gary
Mink
Moakley
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey

Olver

Ortiz

Ose

Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paul

Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush

Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
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Tauzin Udall (CO) Weldon (FL)
Taylor (NC) Udall (NM) Weldon (PA)
Terry Upton Weller
Thomas Vento Whitfield
Thompson (CA) Vitter Wicker
Thornberry Walden Wilson
Thune Walsh Wolf
Thurman Wamp Woolsey
Tiahrt Watkins Wu
Toomey Watt (NC) Wynn
Towns Watts (OK) Young (AK)
Traficant Waxman Young (FL)
Turner Weiner

NOES—63
Baldwin Hill (IN) Owens
Barrett (WI) Hilliard Pallone
Becerra Hoeffel Pascrell
Blumenauer Holt Payne
Borski Hooley Pelosi
Brady (PA) Inslee Peterson (MN)
Brown (OH) Jackson-Lee Rahall
Clyburn (TX) Ryan (WI)
Condit Johnson, E. B. Sanchez
Costello Kennedy Sensenbrenner
Coyne Kind (WI) Stark
Crowley Klink Stenholm
DeFazio Kucinich Stupak
Delahunt Lee Taylor (MS)
Doggett Maloney (CT) Thompson (MS)
Fattah Manzullo Tierney
Filner McDermott Velazquez
Forbes Meeks (NY) Visclosky
Green (WI) Miller, George Waters
Gutierrez Minge Wise
Gutknecht Mollohan
Hastings (FL) Oberstar

NOT VOTING—18

Ackerman Franks (NJ) Moore

Barton Gekas Riley

Berman Hansen Ros-Lehtinen
Capps Lowey Scarborough
Conyers Mclntosh Wexler

Dunn Meehan Weygand

[0 1148
Ms. McCARTHY of Missouri, and

Messrs. OBEY, LUCAS of Kentucky
and PETRI changed their vote from
‘‘no’”” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | move to re-
consider the vote just taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Did the gentleman vote
in favor of the resolution?

Mr. OBEY. Yes, | did.

MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. GOSS

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
lay on the table the motion to recon-
sider.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. Goss)
to lay on the table the motion to re-
consider the vote offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 294, noes 123,
not voting 16, as follows:

This

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berkley
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clayton
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Everett
Ewing
Fattah
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske

[Roll No. 602]
AYES—294

Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger

Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt

Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly

King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (NY)
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mink
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
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Norwood
Nussle

Ose

Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Roukema
Royce
Rush

Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanders
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (M)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Upton
Vento
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
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Wicker Wolf Young (AK)
Wilson Wynn Young (FL)
NOES—123
Allen Hinchey Obey
Andrews Hinojosa Olver
Baldacci Hoeffel Ortiz
Baldwin Hooley Owens
Barrett (WI) Inslee Pallone
Becerra Jackson-Lee Pelosi
Bentsen (TX) Peterson (MN)
Berman Jefferson Petri
Berry Johnson, E. B. Rahall
Blumenauer Kennedy Rangel
Bonior Kildee Reyes
Brown (FL) Kilpatrick Rivers
Brown (OH) Kind (WI) Rodriguez
Capuano Kleczka Rothman
Carson Kucinich Roybal-Allard
Clyburn Lampson Ryan (WI)
Condit Larson Sanchez
Costello Lee Sandlin
Coyne Levin Schakowsky
Crowley Lewis (GA) Scott
Danner Lofgren Sensenbrenner
Delahunt Luther Serrano
DelLauro Maloney (CT) Shows
Doggett Manzullo Slaughter
Dooley Markey Spratt
Doyle Martinez Stark
Edwards Mascara Stenholm
Etheridge McCarthy (MO) Stupak
Evans McDermott Taylor (MS)
Farr McGovern Thompson (MS)
Filner McNulty Tierney
Forbes Meeks (NY) Towns
Frank (MA) Millender- Udall (NM)
Frost McDonald Velazquez
Gejdenson Miller, George Visclosky
Gonzalez Minge Waters
Gordon Moakley Watt (NC)
Green (TX) Mollohan Waxman
Green (WI) Nadler Wise
Gutierrez Napolitano Woolsey
Gutknecht Neal Wu
Hill (IN) Oberstar
NOT VOTING—16
Ackerman Franks (NJ) Ros-Lehtinen
Capps Gekas Scarborough
Clay Jones (NC) Wexler
Conyers Mclintosh Weygand
Dunn Meehan
English Riley
0O 1157

Mr. WAXMAN changed his vote from
‘‘aye” to “‘no.”

So the motion to table the motion to
reconsider was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, | move that
the House do now adjourn.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 25, noes 395,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 603]

AYES—25
Baldwin McDermott Rahall
Barrett (WI) McKinney Ryan (WI)
Berry Meek (FL) Sensenbrenner
Dingell Minge Taylor (MS)
Filner Oberstar Towns
Green (WI) Obey Udall (CO)
Gutknecht Olver Wise
Kind (WI) Peterson (MN)
Manzullo Petri
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Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
DelLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle

NOES—395

Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
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Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes

Reynolds Simpson Tiahrt
Riley Sisisky Tierney
Rivers Skeen Toomey
Rodriguez Skelton Traficant
Roemer Slaughter Turner
Rogan Smith (MI) Udall (NM)
Rogers Smith (NJ) Upton
Rohrabacher Smith (TX) Velazquez
Rothman Smith (WA) Vento
Roukema Snyder Visclosky
Roybal-Allard Souder Vitter
Royce Spence Walden
Rush Spratt Walsh
Ryun (KS) Stabenow Wamp
Sabo Stark Waters
Salmon Stearns Watkins
Sanchez Stenholm Watt (NC)
Sanders Strickland Watts (OK)
Sandlin Stump Waxman
Sanford Stupak Weiner
Sawyer Sununu Weldon (FL)
Saxton Sweeney Weldon (PA)
Schaffer Talent Weller
Schakowsky Tancredo Weygand
Scott Tanner Whitfield
Serrano Tauscher Wicker
Sessions Tauzin Wilson
Shadegg Taylor (NC) Wolf
Shaw Terry Woolsey
Shays Thomas Wu
Sherman Thompson (CA) Wynn
Sherwood Thompson (MS) Young (AK)
Shimkus Thornberry Young (FL)
Shows Thune
Shuster Thurman

NOT VOTING—13
Ackerman English Ros-Lehtinen
Capps Hansen Scarborough
Clay Hilliard Wexler
Conyers Mclintosh
Deutsch Meehan
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Mr. EWING changed his vote from
“‘aye’ to ‘“‘no’’.

So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 2420

Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 2420.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | move that
the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to adjourn offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 24, nays 378,
not voting 31, as follows:

Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Berry
Dingell
Filner
Green (WI)
Gutknecht
Kind (WI)

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
DelLay
DeMint
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[Roll No. 604]

YEAS—24

Kleczka
Manzullo
McDermott
Minge
Oberstar

Obey

Peterson (MN)
Rahall

NAYS—378

Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)

Ryan (WI)
Sensenbrenner
Taylor (MS)
Towns

Udall (CO)
Visclosky
Waters

Wise

Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
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Ortiz Sabo Tancredo
Ose Sanchez Tanner
Owens Sanders Tauscher
Oxley Sandlin Tauzin
Packard Sanford Taylor (NC)
Pallone Sawyer Terry
Pascrell Saxton Thomas
Pastor Schaffer Thompson (CA)
Paul Schakowsky Thompson (MS)
Payne Scott Thornberry
Pease Serrano Thune
Pelosi Sessions Thurman
Phelps Shaw Tiahrt
Pickering Shays Tierney
Pickett Sherman Toomey
Pitts Sherwood Traficant
Pombo Shimkus Turner
Pomeroy Shows Udall (NM)
Porter Shuster Upton
Portman Simpson Vento
Price (NC) Sisisky Vitter
Pryce (OH) Skeen Walden
Quinn Skelton Walsh
Radanovich Smith (MI) Wamp
Ramstad Smith (NJ) Watkins
Rangel Smith (TX) Watt (NC)
Regula Smith (WA) Waxman
Reyes Snyder Weiner
Reynolds Souder Weldon (PA)
Rivers Spence Weller
Rodriguez Spratt Weygand
Roemer Stabenow Whitfield
Rogan Stark Wicker
Rogers Stearns Wilson
Rohrabacher Stenholm Wolf
Rothman Strickland Woolsey
Roukema Stump Wu
Roybal-Allard Stupak Wynn
Royce Sununu Young (AK)
Rush Sweeney Young (FL)
Ryun (KS) Talent

NOT VOTING—31
Ackerman Emerson Ros-Lehtinen
Barr Frost Salmon
Boucher Johnson, Sam Scarborough
Cannon Meehan Shadegg
Capps Moran (VA) Slaughter
Clayton Murtha Velazquez
Conyers Nussle Watts (OK)
Danner Olver Weldon (FL)
DeFazio Peterson (PA) Wexler
Doyle Petri
Ehrlich Riley
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Mr. SHUSTER changed his vote from
“‘yea’ to ““nay’’.

Mr. KLECZKA changed his vote from
“nay’ to “‘yea’’.

So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication from the
Clerk of the House of Representatives:

Washington, DC, November 17, 1999.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: | have the honor to
transmit herewith a copy of the original Cer-
tificate of Election received from the Honor-
able Bill Jones, Secretary of State, State of
California, indicating that, according to the
semi-official canvas for the Special General
election held November 16, 1999, the Honor-
able Joe Baca was elected Representative in
Congress for the Forty-second Congressional
District, State of California.

With best wishes, | am

Sincerely,
JEFF TRANDAHL,
Clerk.
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SWEARING IN OF THE HONORABLE
JOE BACA OF CALIFORNIA AS A
MEMBER OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER. Will the Member-
elect from California (Mr. BACA) come
forward, accompanied by the California
delegation, and raise your right hand?

Mr. BACA appeared at the bar of the
House and took the oath of office, as
follows:

Do you solemnly swear that you will
support and defend the Constitution of
the United States against all enemies,
foreign and domestic; that you will
bear the true faith and allegiance to
the same; that you will take this obli-
gation freely, without any mental res-
ervation or purpose of evasion, and
that you will well and faithfully dis-
charge the duties of the office on which
you are about to enter. So help you
God.

The SPEAKER. Congratulations. You
are now a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

INTRODUCTION OF THE HONOR-
ABLE JOE BACA, MEMBER OF
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES

(Mr. LEWIS of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, it is my honor and privilege to be
cochair of the California delegation. |
share that responsibility with the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR).

Mr. Speaker, it is my privilege to
yield to the gentleman from California
(Mr. FARR) for remarks.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from California
very much for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, what a great day for the
State of California. All of us in this
House know the honor of being sworn
in as a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the only place in Wash-
ington where everyone has to be elect-
ed in order to take the oath of office.

It is a distinct pleasure that we
honor another Californian in that re-
gard, a person who has a great deal of
experience in public life, and brings to
this Chamber experience as a member
of the board of trustees with a commu-
nity college, was elected to the Cali-
fornia State Assembly, was elected as
the first pro tempore, the first Latino
pro tempore in California history to
that job, served in the California State
Senate, and now is elected to serve his
district in Southern California.

He is following in the footsteps of a
great Member of this House, George
Brown. We all remember the great
service that he gave to this country
and the deeds that he left, the great
record that he left.

So JoE BAcCA comes to us with his
own career of distinction, and | think
he will be a great addition to this
House. So | congratulate you.

On behalf of the California Demo-
cratic delegation, which 1 am Chair of,
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along with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LEWIS), who is Dean of the
Republican delegation from California,
and as a joint bipartisan effort, we wel-
come the newest Member of our delega-
tion, a delegation which has had over
eight Members elected in special elec-
tions. So we know the special moment
you are having right now, you are shar-
ing with your family who is watching
this on C-SPAN, and we appreciate the
fact that you are here today to get
sworn in. Congratulations on a great
race and a great election.

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, reclaiming my time, JOE, you
should note with interest that a very
sizable number of the Members on the
floor happen to be from the California
delegation. It was not always the case
that we would have an occasion like
this and we would have almost the en-
tire delegation present.

But in recent years, we have had
kind of a reawakening of our State. In
the past, we have often been laughed at
by States like Texas who come to-
gether regularly on issues relative to
their own interests. Today, California
is working together as it never has in
its history, and our numbers are here
to have a positive impact on the coun-
try.

So working with you in the seat of
the former Dean of the California dele-
gation, you have a great career ahead
of you. We look forward to your help as
we go about attempting to improve the
country as we work on behalf of Cali-
fornia’s interest. So welcome, JOE. It is
a great day for all of us.

OPENING REMARKS OF THE
HONORABLE JOE BACA

(Mr. BACA asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, | ask per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute. | wanted to make sure that |
followed the rules and procedures that
are here.

Mr. Speaker, | do appreciate the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR) low-
ering this podium. | used to be 6 foot 5
as a paratrooper, but | made a lot of
jumps; that is why | am only 5 foot 6.

It is really an honor to be here. |
would like to thank the leadership for
their support, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT), all of the Mem-
bers, the DCCC individuals who are
very helpful.

I want to thank God because God
gave me the courage to run and to
serve. Too many times we forget that
it is the strength that we have, and
God provided that strength to give us
that courage. So | want to thank God.

I want to thank my family. | wish my
mom and dad were here to see this.
They are both deceased, but | know it
is a proud moment in their lives. |
know that somewhere up above they
are seeing this even though they can-
not be here right now. But | know very
well that they are proud of their son,
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because | am one of 15. | am the 15th
child.

Like a lot of us, I come from a poor
family, an individual, the only one that
graduated from high school and col-
lege. My other brothers and sisters
graduated, but | was able to pursue
that. | know that they are very proud.

I wish my wife were here right now.
She is watching this right now. She is
Barbara Dominguez Baca, with whom |
will be celebrating 31 years of marriage
next week. On November 23, it will be
our anniversary, so it will be 31 years
of marriage to one wife, not two wives
or three wives, but one wife.

I would like to also thank my chil-
dren, because my children were sup-
porters. | believe in strong family val-
ues, because family values are the core
of what makes America great. It is
what makes our country. | would like
to thank my family, because they have
been very supportive.

I would like to thank Joe, Jr. That is
my first son. He is now 30. Then Jer-
emy Baca; that is my second son. Then
my daughter, first daughter, and that
is Natalie. Then, of course, my daugh-
ter that is 13 years of age. She is the
reason my wife cannot be here because
we believe it is important to have our
children in school and to obtain that,
and we did not want to take her out of
school during that time. It was impor-
tant for her to be there. My wife real-
izes that, because she is also a great
student, a 4.0 student, doing well in
school, so we want to make sure she
continues to receive those grades. Of
course, Mom is always there to help
her.

So | love my family very much. I
want to thank them.

But | also want to thank the voters,
the voters of my district who made it
possible for me to be here. Without the
voters’ support, | would not be here
today.

I look forward to working in this
House. It is going to be an honor for me
to work on a bipartisan basis. | look
forward to working with my colleague
directly associated with me, and that
is the gentleman from California (Mr.
LEwIS). | look forward to working with
him on issues that are important to all
of us, the issues that are important to
the State of California, because all of
us care about the economy. All of us
care about education, public safety,
protecting Social Security, Medicare,
drug prescriptions, areas that are im-
portant to a lot of us, health reform.

But most of all, we want to make
sure that, as | look at the 52 Members
of California, that we work together on
a bipartisan basis to make California,
like everybody else wants to make
their State, a lot better. But | also
look forward to working with the 52
delegates from California in assuring
that we get our fair share of revenue
coming back to California. No offense
to the rest of the Members. But | be-
lieve, in reference to California, it is
pretty big in population. We have over
34 million people in California. But it

is important that we address those
issues.

I want to work with them and also
work with you on a bipartisan basis on
other issues that are important with us
as well that impact all of us.

What we all want is to improve the
quality of life. We cannot do it by our-
selves. We have to come together col-
lectively. It has to come from a com-
promise, individuals willing to come
together and do what is necessary to
make our State and our Nation a lot
better. It is not going to happen if we
have political wedges that divide us.
There are times that we have to come
together to address those areas. We
need to address those areas.

I want to thank you. | want to thank
my family. | want to thank the leader-
ship. | thank the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT) very much for
coming and getting all of the col-
leagues, the whips, you know, that
raised all of the funds that were nec-
essary.

I look forward to additional help
from the other side in giving me addi-
tional monies. So it is very important
for your support as well as we begin to
work on a bipartisan effort.

Again, | thank the Speaker and my
colleagues very much.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from California (Mr. BAcA) yield back
the remainder of his time?

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | move that
the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to adjourn offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 24, nays 379,
not voting 31, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 605]

YEAS—24
Baldwin Kleczka Peterson (MN)
Barrett (WI) Luther Petri
Berry Manzullo Rahall
Brown (FL) McDermott Ryan (WI)
Filner McKinney Sensenbrenner
Green (WI) Minge Taylor (MS)
Gutknecht Oberstar Towns
Kind (WI) Obey Wise

NAYS—379
Aderholt Barcia Biggert
Allen Barr Bilbray
Andrews Barrett (NE) Bilirakis
Archer Bartlett Bishop
Armey Barton Blagojevich
Baca Bass Bliley
Bachus Bateman Blumenauer
Baird Becerra Blunt
Baker Bentsen Boehlert
Baldacci Bereuter Boehner
Ballenger Berkley Bonilla
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Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox

Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
DelLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
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Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
Mclntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)

Menendez
Metcalf
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
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Strickland Thurman Watkins
Stump Tiahrt Watts (OK)
Stupak Tierney Waxman
Sununu Toomey Weiner
Sweeney Traficant Weldon (FL)
Talent Turner Weldon (PA)
Tancredo Udall (CO) Weller
Tanner Udall (NM) Weygand
Tauscher Upton Whitfield
Tauzin Velazquez Wicker
Taylor (NC) Vento Wilson
Terry Visclosky Wolf
Thomas Vitter Woolsey
Thompson (CA) Walden Wu
Thompson (MS) Walsh Wynn
Thornberry Wamp Young (AK)
Thune Waters Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—31

Abercrombie Gekas Pombo
Ackerman Greenwood Ros-Lehtinen
Berman Gutierrez Roukema
Capps Hutchinson Ryun (KS)
Conyers Jefferson Scarborough
Dingell Kilpatrick Smith (M)
Doolittle Maloney (CT) Spratt
Doyle Meehan Watt (NC)
Ehrlich Mica Wexler
Fowler Moran (VA)
Frost Murtha
0 1304
Messrs. TANCREDO, BRADY of

Texas, and NORWOOD changed their
vote from ‘“‘yea’” to ‘“‘nay.”

So the motion to adjourn was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

FURTHER CONTINUING  APPRO-
PRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 2000

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to House Resolution 385, 1
call up the joint resolution (H.J. Res.
82) making further continuing appro-
priations for the fiscal year 2000, and
for other purposes, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The text of House Joint Resolution 82
is as follows:

H.J. RES. 82

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That Public Law 106-62 is
further amended by striking ‘“November 18,
1999 in section 106(c) and inserting in lieu
thereof ““November 23, 1999”°. Public Law 106—
46 is amended by striking ‘““November 18,
1999 and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“‘Novem-
ber 23, 1999,

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 385, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YouNg) and the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) each will control
30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.J. Res. 82, and that 1 may
include tabular and extraneous mate-
rial.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

This continuing resolution extends
the current CR for 5 days, until Novem-
ber 23, specifically for the purpose of
allowing the Senate to have time to
consider the measures that we will
send them today.

Mr. Speaker, in the interest of allow-
ing our Members to get home to their
families and preparing for the Thanks-
giving period, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 20 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, | would very much like
to see Members get home for Thanks-
giving, but I think my public duty is to
help Members understand what they
are going to be voting on before they
go home, because otherwise when they
do go home, their experience with the
news media and angry constituents is
not going to be a very pleasant one;
and | am afraid there are a lot of nasty
surprises in this bill, some of which I
will be discussing over the next 12 to 15
hours.

Let me say, first of all, that this bill
has been a battleground about national
priorities and national direction. It has
been the arena for battles between the
President and his allies on one side and
his political opponents on the other.
By any measure, | think it is safe to
say that the President has won victory
after victory. We are going to be stuck
having to extend the government, | am
afraid, several times through CRs like
this one because of some of the deci-
sions made in the bill that is coming
next, and people need to understand
how they interrelate.

I think you can say, for instance,
that in the area of international lead-
ership, the President and those of us
who agree with him have won a great
victory in funding the Wye peace proc-
ess agreement. We have won a very im-
portant battle in making sure that
debts that would never be repaid are
going to be wiped out so that Latin
America and Africa can, in fact, be-
come good markets for our products as
well as stable neighbors in an ever
more complicated world.

We have won the fight to, at least for
now, take the U.S. off the list of U.N.
deadbeats. On the environmental front,
the President has beaten down vir-
tually every antienvironmental rider
that was tossed his way. In the fight
against street crime, the President won
50,000 new cops.

On the education front, it is impor-
tant to understand some of the major
achievements that we have made. We
have seen a lot of people denigrate the
President’s effort to provide for 100,000
new teachers. | want to put that effort
in context. What Democrats have been
fighting for on education in this pack-
age is a four-pronged research-based at-
tack on educational incompetence and
poor performance. The research shows,
for instance, that children do much
better in smaller classes. That is why
the President fought so hard for and
won the battle for 100,000 new teachers.
That research also shows that, espe-
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cially at the high school level, students
perform better, they exhibit less anti-
social adolescent behavior, and there is
far less violence in high schools that
are smaller.

And so we have an initiative that
will provide for smaller high schools,
or at least to help local school districts
build smaller learning centers within
their high schools. The research also
shows that students do best when their
teachers are welltrained. It sounds ob-
vious, but some people seem to have
missed it. So we have an initiative in
this bill that will add additional fund-
ing for partnership grants between uni-
versity schools of education and local
school districts so that those schools of
education are producing the Kkinds of
teachers that the districts actually
need. And also in the process, we are
trying to raise the standards for those
teachers so that they are actually get-
ting a degree in the subject that they
are going to wind up teaching, also |
guess a shocking idea in some quarters.

And lastly, research also shows that
if you want to reform schools, you need
to do it from bottom to top and around
again, that reform has to be com-
prehensive, systemic; and that is why
this bill adds additional money to the
Obey-Porter bipartisan comprehensive
school reform package.

All of those are very good things. |
say that there is no doubt on the major
issues that have divided us the last 3
months, the President has run the
table. He has won on issue after issue.
But | think there are some things that
are just as important as winning and
losing, and | want to talk about some
of them as we discuss this continuing
resolution. We are being asked to con-
tinue the government a few more days
so it gives us time to pass the next bill
that is coming at us. | think we need to
understand what is in that bill before
we vote on this resolution.

There are many things in that pack-
age that disturb me. The protracted
battle to persuade the majority to
allow the United States to pay its back
dues to the United Nations has resulted
in a compromise that may still prevent
release of all of the funds that are
needed to return the U.S. to a position
of good standing in the U.N. | think
that is regrettable.

The Republican majority was also
steadfast in its refusal to provide the
Justice Department with the $14 mil-
lion that they need to pursue tobacco
litigation. This money is needed for ef-
forts to recover the hundreds of bil-
lions of tax dollars paid through the
Medicare trust fund, the Public Health
Service, the veterans and military
medical systems, and the Social Secu-
rity disability fund in dealing with to-
bacco-related illnesses. The tobacco
companies that lied repeatedly to the
American people about the health ef-
fects of smoking should pay a substan-
tial portion of those costs. The Repub-
lican majority is clearly trying to pro-
tect them from having to repay the
taxpayers.
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I believe funds will be found by the
administration to initiate litigation;
but as everybody knows, legal out-
comes are often dictated by the rel-
ative size of legal war chests. That is
one of the things, for instance, that |
am told CBS news had to take into ac-
count when they discussed whether or
not to put on that famous ‘60 Minutes”’
special which went after the tobacco
companies for not telling the truth. |
would say that while the appropriation
requested by the Justice Department
to augment their ability to pursue that
issue is small, the long-term fiscal im-
pact on the Federal Government could
be enormous; and we have failed to rec-
ognize that in the bill that is coming
to us.

The Republican majority also repeat-
edly refused to include language that
both the White House and | asked them
to include to ensure that 100 percent of
the money paid from the Medicare and
Social Security trust funds is returned
to those trust funds if it is recovered in
litigation. That item was repeatedly
raised during negotiations. It is the
fair thing to do with those funds. | find
it hard to construct an argument that
they should be used for a different pur-
pose, but the Republican leadership
flatly rejected that concept in both the
Senate and the House.
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I think the reason (and this was even
said in conference,) they did not want
to approve this language is because it
would provide incentives to proceed
with the lawsuit. Well, we ought to
proceed with that lawsuit.

I think nothing more clearly
underlies or underscores the hollow-
ness of the claim of the majority that
they have suffered a recent conversion
and are now strong supporters of Social
Security. Nothing is more clearly un-
derscoring of the hollowness of that
claim than their new-found concern
over the solvency of those trust funds.
It is a concern that suddenly emerged
around here after Labor Day when poll-
ing data demonstrated to them how
badly they had been damaged by their
attempts to pass a huge tax bill that
rewarded the rich, using all of the re-
sources needed to strengthen Social Se-
curity and Medicare.

Another issue at the center of nego-
tiations was whether to include a small
across-the-board cut. This cut was not
necessary to reach the offset targets to
make sure the bill was paid for; more
than enough money was available from
other sources. It is simply an attempt
by the majority to create a symbol
that could be used to pretend that in
the midst of this orgy of gimmickry in
spending, that they are continuing to
be fiscally responsible.

If my colleagues take a look at the
dollars being provided across the board
by the majority, it is apparent, it is ap-
parent to me that the Republican lead-
ership is willing to spend almost any
amount to get out of town, just so long
as we can obscure how much that real-
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ly is through accounting gimmicks. |
think that is a big mistake.

The problem with an across-the-
board cut is that people say, ‘“My God,
any agency head ought to be able to
administer a half a percent cut across
the board.”” Of course they could. They
could easily find waste if they are left
to their own devices. But that is not
the way this across-the-board cut is de-
signed. Their across-the-board cut com-
pletely abandons the core responsi-
bility of Congress to determine spend-
ing priorities. There are programs that
could afford a 1 or 2 or even 10 percent
cut. But, instead, the Congress requires
much more limited authority be given
to the President, and that means that
this Congress ignores the fact that
there are some programs that require a
precise amount of money in order to
protect the taxpayers’ interest.

Those kinds of programs fall into two
categories: one, to protect public safe-
ty, and the other to control the in-flow
and out-flow of public funds. These are
largely accounts that include things
like the FBI, the Drug Enforcement
Administration, the Air Traffic Con-
trol, Customs Service, and Border Pa-
trol. Numerous studies have dem-
onstrated that cuts in the administra-
tion of the Social Security agency can
drive up the error rate in the disburse-
ment of those funds enough to cost the
Federal Government as much as $6 for
every dollar saved in reduced expendi-
tures in Social Security Administra-
tion; and yet those studies are ignored
in the way this cut is applied.

Then we get to the question of na-
tional defense. The way national de-
fense is treated in this across-the-board
cut is very interesting. It was treated
the way this bill treats it in order to
protect congressional pork. So what
the provision requires is that we will
have to see about a $520 million reduc-
tion in operation and maintenance ac-
counts, which is the core of our mili-
tary readiness, and that is occurring at
the same time that the Pentagon re-
ported that two out of the 10 divisions
in the U.S. Army are now rated at C-4;
in other words, not close to having the
parts, people, and maintenance that
are necessary to undertake military
action. Yet, operation and mainte-
nance is going to be required to be cut
by a larger percentage than anything
else in this bill. The reason for that is
because the folks who put this bill to-
gether wanted to protect the projects
and the pork in the research and pro-
curement accounts. So we get that
weird anomalous result.

I will insert in the RECORD at this
point, Mr. Speaker, extraneous mate-
rial related to my remarks, and | will
expand further on that subject for the
RECORD.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | am
amazed, for instance, that on pay-fors,
that the conferees chose to ignore the
opportunity to recoup for the tax-
payers money that we should be re-
couping from the sale of what is known
as the Block C portion of spectrum
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sales. Several years ago when block
seed portion of the spectrum was auc-
tioned off a number of winning bidders
went into bankruptcy without paying
the Government for the spectrum
rights that they had purchased. They
have been allowed to hold on to those
spectrum rights, refused to make any
payments, and now they have the pros-
pect of reemerging from bankruptcy by
selling their share of the spectrum for
a good deal more than they paid for it.
It is a good deal if you can get it, but
the American taxpayers are taking a
bath; and we were blocked from cor-
recting this specifically by one Member
of the House Republican leadership.
But what bothers me the most about
this proposal is the fact that it is laced
through with accounting fixes to con-
ceal an orgy of spending that every
Member would deny if confronted with
it by his constituents. | will insert in
the RECORD a chart which shows that
when this bill is passed, the Congress
will have spent $17,400 million that will
not be counted in determining how
much that we have spent. It also has
declared almost $15 billion in expendi-
tures to emergency spending so that
they are also exempt from spending
limits we are supposed to be abiding

by.
LIST OF GIMMICKS IN APPROPRIATIONS BILLS

[In millions of dollars]

BA 0

SPENDING NOT COUNTED BY CONGRESS

Directed CBO to reduce their spending estimates,
but actually spends Social Security:
AG—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of BA) ..
Cl—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of BA) ...
DOD—Directed outlay SCOMNG .........evvvvveverenee
E&W—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of BA)
FO—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of BA) ...
INT—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of BA) ..
L-HHS—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of
BA) —970
Directed outlay scoring (highway and transit
firewalls)
TRANS—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of

BA)
TPO—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of BA)
VA HUD—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of

BA)
DOD—Spectrum asset sales ... —2,600

Subtotal —2,600

Declaration of emergencies for normal program
spending:
Declare Year 2000 Census an emergency ......
Defense emergency designations .........
Declare part of Head Start an emergency ..
LIHEAP emergency declaration
Refugees emergency declaration ..

—4,476
—7,200
—1,700
—1,100

—427

Forest Service Wildland Fire Management .. -9 -3
Public health emergency declaration .............. —584 —310
SUBLOLAl ..o —15577 —11511
FY 2000 SPENDING COUNTED AGAINST 1999 OR
2001
Legally delay spending until the final days of the
fiscal year so it is counted next year:
DOD—Delay contractor payments ................. 0 —1,250

Labor HHS—Delayed Obligations $5.0 B in
BA delayed until 9/29/00 ..........ccccooeervrriinnns
VA medical care delay obligation of $900 M
FO—Delayed obligations
CJS—Delayed availability of balances in
Crime Victims Fund until after FY 2000

—485

Rescind section 8 housing funds ..............c..... —1,300 0
Subtotal, delayed obligations ................ —1785 —4233
Legally count spending against last fiscal year
even though it is available for FY 2000: DOD—
Advance ApPropriations ..............eceereeeermrerreeenes —1800 —1,800
Legally count spending against next fiscal year
even though it is available for FY 2000:
DOE—EIK Hills School Lands Fund ................. —36 -36
L-HHS—Increased advance funding for FY
2001 (total FY 2001 advances are $19 bil-
lion) —10,100 —532
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LIST OF GIMMICKS IN APPROPRIATIONS BILLS—Continued

[In millions of dollars]

BA 0

HUD—section 8 advance appropriation for FY
2001 (37% of program total) . —4,200 0

Subtotal —16,136

MISCELLANEOUS SPECIAL ACCOUNTING GIMMICKS

Across the Board cut 0.38% ...
Capture Federal Reserve Surplu
New Hires Data Base for student loan collection

(incl directed scoring)
Slip military and civilian pay by one day
Labor HHS-HEALTH loan recapture .........
United Mine Workers Combined Benefit Fund ..........
L-HHS—Title XX, social services block grant, cut

below mandatory level
TRANS—Mandatory offset:

tract authority)

—2,143
—3,752

—1,206
—3,752

—876
—3,589
=21
-39

—878

~68

—608 —430

-30 —-10

Subtotal —7479  —9,929

Grand total —43577 —45482

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, in this bill,
for instance, they have decided now
that they are going to declare Head
Start to be an emergency. It has only
been on the books since 1965. | guess we
just found out that it is an emergency
to deal with these kids. What they are
really saying is they have a political
emergency that requires them to hide
the real cost of this bill from their tax-
payers. That is the real emergency des-
ignation that is going on here.

Then they move about $4.2 billion in
outlays into different years. That saves
no money. It simply hides money. They
have miscellaneous spending, account-
ing gimmicks all told of $45 billion on
the outlays side, and $43 billion on the
budget authority side. If my colleagues
want to go home and explain to their
constituents that kind of hide-and-seek
attention to fiscal affairs, be my guest.
That is not my flavor of ice cream.

Let me make one other comment,
Mr. Speaker. One of the reasons that |
have been so unhappy with this bill, as
I said earlier, is that it stands over 1
foot high. I defy anyone to tell me, and
I have a ruler to prove it, | defy any of
my Republican colleagues, | defy any
of my Republican colleagues to tell me
what is in these authorization bills
that they are asking us to swallow.
How much are we going to hear? How
much are the reporters in the gallery
going to dig out after we have left that
we do not know about? | am afraid, a
lot. But | have to say that what both-
ers me more than anything is that
these accounting gimmicks may ap-
pear to be funny, but in fact, they are
not funny at all. | would not laugh too
long, because what we are witnessing
here is something that is immensely
corrosive of democracy and this insti-
tution’s role in democracy.

Mr. Speaker, the primary job that
the Congress has each year is to pass a
budget. If we cannot be honest with the
American people about what we are
doing in that budget, | think they have
a right to question whether we are
being honest with them on anything
that we say to them. And the fact is
that the list of accounting shell games
that are in this bill, not for policy rea-
sons, but for political reasons, | think
brings discredit on the entire institu-
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tion. That is because | guess we are de-
termined to live under a fiction that
requires us to pretend that we are
spending billions of dollars less than
we are actually spending.

Frankly, a lot of this spending is per-
fectly justifiable. I think that the Re-
publican educational priorities are
good. | support them as well as our
own. But | do not like the fact that we
are hiding what we are doing in the
process. | will have more to say about
this along the line.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I have no other speakers except myself
to close, so | will continue to reserve
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LATOURETTE). The gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) has 10 minutes
remaining.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3

minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER).

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, | came to
this body this morning prepared to
vote for a bipartisan omnibus bill, pre-
pared to support reforms in the quality
and in the resources for our education
budget and for our schoolchildren
across the country; prepared to defend
firewalls on Social Security and fur-
ther reduce the deficit and the debt,
which is the best tax cut for all Ameri-
cans. | have spent the last hour and a
half to 2 hours in the parliamentarian’s
office reading through this bill and get-
ting through a little bit of it; and the
more | read of it, the more concerns |
have about Social Security and debt re-
duction.

The gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) has said that there are some
gimmicks and games, and | think
maybe a hope and a prayer in this
budget that we do not dip further than
CBO has already said, which they have
stated that Congress has dipped $17 bil-
lion into Social Security. The most im-
portant thing for me in this budget is
to not touch Social Security, further
reduce the debt, and get quality edu-
cation reforms. | do not see any fire-
walls on Social Security in this. CBO
has not even scored this. We do not
know what it does to Social Security.

Furthermore, when we have Head
Start at $1.7 billion declared as an
emergency, | am not sure what that
does to Social Security. | am not sure
saying that $2.4 billion becomes avail-
able on October 1, 2000, the next fiscal
year, what is that impact on Social Se-
curity? Delayed obligations, $3 billion
for NIH, $450 million for the Centers for
Disease Control. What is the impact
there on Social Security?

So all of these things give me a great
deal of hesitation and reservation and
concern, and | do not intend to vote for
this omnibus bill.

Now, on education, Mr. Speaker, we
have $145 million for public charter
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schools. | think that is a step in the
right direction. We have $1.4 billion for
more teachers, not just for more num-
bers; but we say 25 percent of the funds
can go to quality improvement, to pro-
fessional development. That is good
progress, and | highly support that dis-
cretion and flexibility.

O 1330

We furthermore have $335 million for
the Eisenhower Professional Develop-
ment Program, again to try to address
the shortage in quality of teaching and
too many teachers teaching outside
their subject area. So | think there are
some high concerns for success in edu-
cation but | do not think this addresses
the Social Security firewalls. It does
not get scored by CBO, and | would en-
courage my colleagues to read this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON).

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, the budget process obvi-
ously allows us to say what is impor-
tant to the American people. It is a
process where we say some are winners
and some are losers. It is a process for
the Nation to declare what the prior-
ities are. Obviously we cannot win ev-
erything we want so it has to be a com-
promise, but | can say, Mr. Speaker,
the people in North Carolina, where
there was actually a disaster, never
was an emergency declared because it
was not politically the right thing.
Maybe those who indeed would have
said that would have come from Social
Security, we are trying to get the kind
of basic relief, not all of it, just the
basic relief, for our farmers which is in
doubt.

Now, | want to vote for this bill be-
cause there are good things in it. |
know there are winners and losers but
| can say, Mr. Speaker, that as we go
forward | think it says something
about the American people when we ig-
nore that over 72,000 people were af-
fected in the region, farmers lost a tre-
mendous amount of their crops. Many
of them are going bankrupt and yet
there is not the kind of relief that even
responds in a very basic way to their
needs, not all the relief because we
knew an emergency was not declared.

We were willing to fight for that next
year, but we need at least the $81 mil-
lion that was there for marketing. So |
would urge, Mr. Speaker, that we look
at that to try to make sure that this
budget process, as we vote on it, indeed
is speaking to the basic need. Some
will be winners, some will be losers,
but the American nation should not
lose the principle of responding to
those who are most desperately in
need, while we go forward with such an
enormous amount of resources. Eighty-
one million dollars is a pittance; it is
what is symbolic of what we stand for
that we should make sure that as we
consider this bill that at least the
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American farmers know that they were
part of the consideration in this budget
process.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, | very
much appreciate and thank the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the
distinguished ranking member, for
yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, as we approach yet an-
other CR, with all of the terrible prob-
lems that the ranking member has de-
scribed, | think it fair to say that none
has been more harmed by the proce-
dures of the House this year than the
people | represent.

Shall | paraphrase Elizabeth Barrett
Browning? How shall | dislike it? Let
me count the ways.

What is this bill? The Commerce,
Justice, State, Foreign Ops, Interior,
Labor, HHS, DC bill, plus? All of our
appropriations that remain have been
packed on to the tiny D.C. appropria-
tion. Five hundred thousand people are
being used to take 300 million, or bills
for 300 million, across the finish line,
and the Nation’s capital be damned; we
just have to wait to spend our own
money, understand, because almost all
of the money in the D.C. appropriation
is money raised in the District of Co-
lumbia.

Obviously | have to be for it. What
kind of position does that put me in?
The disgrace as affects the Nation’s
capital is outflanked only by what the
procedures of the House this year have
done for democracy itself and how we
have displayed ourselves before the
people of the United States. We have
become, in and of ourselves, a threat to
democracy. We have made democratic
procedures a living joke on C-SPAN.

We are going to have before us a bill
brimming with controversy. There is
the international family planning gag
rule that is certain to take the lives of
countless of the poorest women in the
world, with no chance to debate it up
and down. There is the dairy con-
troversy we have heard so much about
today.

In a democracy, we vote our dif-
ferences up and down. In a democracy
we even vote our compromises up and
down. This House has become an em-
barrassment to itself. However, | am
very glad the Nation has been able to
see it because maybe when we go home
there will be a backlash that will keep
us from ever doing this again.

The delay, with another CR, has
needlessly harmed the people of the
District of Columbia right at a time
when we have gotten a new reform
mayor and a reform city council. This
has not made an ounce of difference to
this body. The reputation of the House
has been permanently damaged as an
institution. We can reclaim it only by
returning to regular order and demo-
cratic procedures.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self the remainder of the time.
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Mr. Speaker, as | understand it sec-
tion 1001 of the omnibus bill effectively
waives the pay-as-you-go rules for all
of the authorizing legislation included
in the omnibus package. It also effec-
tively, as | understand it, waives the
pay-as-you-go rules for the outyear ef-
fects of other legislation passed this
legislation.

I would like to ask the leadership of
this House why these rules are being
waived and how much spending is not
being counted as a result of that?

We have seen no CBO scoring on the
omnibus package. Can anyone tell us
the amount of spending covered by
these budget waivers?

I would also ask why Members’ pay
was exempted from this across-the-
board cut when it was included in the
previous across-the-board cut that was
made?

I think those are but some of the
questions that Members ought to be
asking before they vote on the budget
that is coming at us later this after-
noon.

I would also say, Mr. Speaker, | re-
gret the time that we have taken but I
think every hour that we spend gives
Members an additional opportunity to
understand what is in these bills, and |
think in the end that serves the inter-
est both of every Member and the tax-
payers that they are trying to rep-
resent.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
| yield myself the remaining time.

Mr. Speaker, | listened intently to all
of the discussion and the debate from
the Members on the other side of the
aisle, and if any of that debate related
to this CR that is presently before us |
would have a lengthy response, but
none of that debate relates to this CR.
So at this point | would just like to
make this suggestion, let us pass the
CR and then get on to the appropria-
tions bill that has been the subject of
debate using this as a vehicle.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). All time for debate has
expired.

The joint resolution is considered as
having been read for amendment.

Pursuant to House Resolution 385,
the previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion.

The joint resolution was ordered to
be engrossed and read a third time, and
was read the third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | offer a mo-
tion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the joint resolu-
tion?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, under these
circumstances, regrettably | am.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. OBEY moves to recommit the joint res-
olution to the Committee on Appropriations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently, a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The Chair would announce that if a
vote on passage of the joint resolution
is required, pursuant to clause 9 of rule
XX, the Chair will reduce to 5 minutes
the time for votes on final passage and
questions incidental thereto.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 1, nays 420,
not voting 13, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 606]
YEAS—1
Forbes
NAYS—420
Abercrombie Capuano English
Aderholt Cardin Eshoo
Allen Carson Etheridge
Andrews Castle Evans
Archer Chabot Everett
Armey Chambliss Ewing
Baca Chenoweth-Hage Farr
Baird Clay Fattah
Baker Clayton Filner
Baldacci Clement Fletcher
Baldwin Clyburn Foley
Ballenger Coble Ford
Barcia Coburn Fossella
Barr Collins Fowler
Barrett (NE) Combest Frank (MA)
Barrett (WI) Condit Franks (NJ)

Bartlett Cook Frelinghuysen
Barton Cooksey Frost

Bass Costello Gallegly
Bateman Cox Ganske
Becerra Coyne Gejdenson
Bentsen Cramer Gekas
Bereuter Crane Gephardt
Berkley Crowley Gibbons
Berman Cubin Gilchrest
Berry Cummings Gillmor
Biggert Cunningham Gilman
Bilbray Danner Gonzalez
Bilirakis Davis (FL) Goode
Bishop Davis (IL) Goodlatte
Blagojevich Davis (VA) Goodling
Bliley Deal Gordon
Blumenauer DeFazio Goss
Blunt DeGette Graham
Boehlert DelLauro Granger
Boehner DelLay Green (TX)
Bonilla DeMint Green (WI)
Bonior Deutsch Greenwood
Bono Diaz-Balart Gutierrez
Borski Dickey Gutknecht
Boswell Dicks Hall (OH)
Boucher Dingell Hall (TX)
Boyd Dixon Hansen
Brady (PA) Doggett Hastings (FL)
Brown (FL) Dooley Hastings (WA)
Brown (OH) Doolittle Hayes
Bryant Doyle Hayworth
Burr Dreier Hefley
Buyer Duncan Herger
Callahan Dunn Hill (IN)
Calvert Edwards Hill (MT)
Camp Ehlers Hilleary
Campbell Ehrlich Hilliard
Canady Emerson Hinchey
Cannon Engel Hinojosa
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Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
Mcintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)

Ackerman
Bachus
Brady (TX)
Burton
Capps

Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
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Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wu

Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13

Conyers
Delahunt
Hutchinson
Jefferson
Johnson, Sam
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Meehan
Visclosky
Wexler

Messrs. TANNER, HEFLEY, BATE-
MAN, DAVIS of Illinois, MOLLOHAN,
LINDER, CLYBURN, Ms. VELAZQUEZ

and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’” to
“nay.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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MOTION OFFERED BY MR. OBEY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | move to re-
consider the vote by which the House
voted to reject the motion to recommit
the bill to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Did the gentleman from
Wisconsin vote on the prevailing side
of the question on the motion?

Mr. OBEY. Yes, | did, Mr. Speaker.
MOTION TO TABLE OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF
FLORIDA

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I move to lay on the table the motion
to reconsider.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG) to lay on the table the motion
to reconsider the vote offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. An in-
sufficient number having arisen, a re-
corded vote is not in order.

So a recorded vote was refused.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on passage of the joint reso-
lution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 403, noes 16,
not voting 15, as follows:

This

[Roll No. 607]
AYES—403

Abercrombie Biggert Calvert
Aderholt Bilbray Camp
Allen Bilirakis Campbell
Andrews Bishop Canady
Archer Blagojevich Cannon
Armey Bliley Capuano
Baca Blumenauer Cardin
Bachus Blunt Carson
Baird Boehlert Castle
Baker Boehner Chabot
Baldacci Bonilla Chambliss
Ballenger Bonior Chenoweth-Hage
Barcia Bono Clay
Barr Borski Clayton
Barrett (NE) Boswell Clement
Bartlett Boucher Coble
Barton Boyd Collins
Bass Brady (PA) Combest
Bateman Brown (FL) Condit
Becerra Brown (OH) Cook
Bentsen Bryant Cooksey
Bereuter Burr Costello
Berkley Burton Cox
Berman Buyer Coyne
Berry Callahan Cramer

Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
DelLauro
DelLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson

Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
Mclnnis
MciIntosh
Mcintyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Olver
Ortiz
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Ose

Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
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Tierney Walden Weller
Toomey Walsh Weygand
Towns Wamp Whitfield
Traficant Waters Wicker
Turner Watkins Wilson
Udall (CO) Watt (NC) Wise
Udall (NM) Watts (OK) Wolf
Upton Waxman Wu
Velazquez Weiner Wynn
Vento Weldon (FL) Young (AK)
Vitter Weldon (PA) Young (FL)
NOES—16
Baldwin Manzullo Petri
Barrett (WI) Miller, George Ryan (WI)
Coburn Oberstar Sensenbrenner
Forbes Obey Souder
Green (WI) Paul
Kind (WI) Peterson (MN)
NOT VOTING—15
Ackerman Delahunt Porter
Brady (TX) Herger Price (NC)
Capps Jones (OH) Visclosky
Clyburn Meehan Wexler
Conyers Mink Woolsey
O 1408

Mr. COYNE changed his vote from
““no” to “‘aye’’.

So the joint resolution was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 329

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | ask unan-
imous consent that my name be re-
moved as a cosponsor of H.R. 329.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

WAIVING POINTS OF ORDER
AGAINST CONFERENCE REPORT
ON H.R. 3194, CONSOLIDATED AP-
PROPRIATIONS AND DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2000

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 386 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 386

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider the
conference report to accompany the bill
(H.R. 3194) making appropriations for the
government of the District of Columbia and
other activities chargeable in whole or in
part against revenues of said District for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, and for
other purposes. All points of order against
the conference report and against its consid-
eration are waived. The conference report
shall be considered as read.

SEC. 2. Upon adoption of the conference re-
port addressed in the first section of this res-
olution, the House shall be considered to
have adopted a concurrent resolution con-
sisting of the text printed in section 3.

Sec. 3. The text of the concurrent resolu-
tion addressed in section 2 is as follows:

““Resolved by the House of Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That the enrolled
copy of the bill (H.R. 2466) making appropria-
tions for the Department of the Interior and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other purposes,
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shall not be presented to the President, to
the end that the bill be, and is hereby, laid
on the table.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. FROST), pending which
I yield myself such time as | may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 386 is a typical
rule providing for consideration of H.R.
3194, the conference report for the Dis-
trict of Columbia appropriations bill
for fiscal year 2000. The rule waives all
points of order against the conference
report and its consideration and pro-
vides that the conference report shall
be considered as read.

H. Res. 386 also provides that, upon
the adoption of the conference report,
the text of the concurrent resolution
printed in the rule tabling the con-
ference report accompanying the De-
partment of Interior appropriations
bill shall be considered as adopted.

Finally, House rules provide 1 hour of
general debate divided equally between
the chairman and ranking minority
member on the Committee on Appro-
priations and one motion to recommit
with or without instructions as is the
right of the minority.

Mr. Speaker, this rule and this con-
ference report bring the budget process
for the fiscal year 2000 to a close by im-
plementing a bipartisan compromise
on the remaining appropriations bills,
District of Columbia, Interior, Com-
merce-Justice-State, Foreign Oper-
ations, and Education, Labor, Health
and Human Services.

Only three times in the last two dec-
ades has the Congress passed all 13 ap-
propriations bills by the fiscal dead-
line. | point out one was recently when
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) was chairman. It is true that we
did not make this deadline this year.
However, it is also true that keeping
our fiscal house in order does take a
little longer than the free-wheeling,
big-spending days of the past because
we must ensure that all funding is
spent efficiently and where it is needed
the most.

0O 1415

The conference report before us this
afternoon not only holds the line on
the President’s additional spending re-
quests, but also responsibly funds areas
important to every American citizen
and protects the American people from
waste, fraud and abuse across the en-
tire Federal Government.

Mr. Speaker, earlier this year the Re-
publican Congress made a commitment
to end the 30-year raid on Social Secu-
rity and, according to the Congres-
sional Budget Office, we have now com-
pleted that task. The President began
the budget negotiations by taking a
large step toward our position on the
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Social Security issue and joined us in
locking away every penny of Social Se-
curity. We worked with him in a bipar-
tisan fashion to protect retirement se-
curity. We were determined to protect
American seniors and this Congress
and its leadership denied any piece of
legislation on the House floor that
spent one penny of it.

To achieve our goal of protecting
American seniors and responsibly fund-
ing important programs, we are includ-
ing in this bill a plan to direct every
Federal agency to reduce spending by
less than one-half of one percent, .38
percent of 1 percent, by routing out
waste, fraud, and abuse. Surely the
government can save less than about
half a penny out of every dollar. This
Republican Congress is simply asking
those who run Federal agencies to
make fiscally responsible budgeting de-
cisions with the money taxed out of
our paychecks. We all know the agency
directors and executives know where
the waste is, and | am relatively cer-
tain they will be able to weed out at
least that much in savings with this
sensible plan.

In addition to meeting the fiscally
responsible objectives, this conference
report also ensures that our principles
of quality and flexibility in the funding
for teachers have been met. In the
Labor-HHS section of the bill, this
Congress ensures that funding may no
longer be used to hire unqualified
teachers, provides that schools will
have more flexibility in using their
funding for improving the quality of
uncertified teachers, and increases the
amount of funding that may used for
professional training for teachers.

The administration pushed for a one-
size-fits-all mandate in which Wash-
ington controlled the 100,000 New
Teachers program. Not every district
needs new teachers. Some need better-
trained teachers. Other districts need
books, high-tech equipment, and up-
dated math and reading programs. |
think it is foolish for the Washington
bureaucracy to tell every school dis-
trict in America that Washington
knows best how to spend tax dollars to
educate our children.

The debate in Washington is not only
about money. It is also about how that
money should be spent. This bill moves
us closer to the right balance of edu-
cation funding by providing additional
funds for America’s students through
programs like Pell grants and special
education while lowering the bureau-
cratic burden imposed by Washington
through programs like Goals 2000.

The Commerce, Justice, State sec-
tion of the conference report maintains
our commitment to enhancing local
law enforcement without involving
Washington bureaucrats. We also pro-
vide funding for 1,000 new border patrol
agents, funds for increased criminal
and illegal alien detention, and the re-
sources necessary to end the severe
naturalization backlog at the INS.

The District of Columbia continues
to receive the high level of funding pro-
vided in each round of this process. The
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conference report paves the way for
dramatic improvement in the edu-
cation of Washington’s children, the
safety of our streets, and the manage-
ment of our Nation’s Capital.

H.R. 3194 also brokers a responsible
compromise on the environment in the
Interior appropriations section of this
conference report. Republicans rejected
attempts to impose the restrictions of
the Kyoto global warming regime on
Americans without Senate consider-
ation of the treaty. Nevertheless, the
bill maintains our high environmental
standards and ensures our air and
water will be cleaned into the next mil-
lennium.

While | will permit the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations to
describe fully all the contents of the
appropriations bill, | did want to note
the inclusion of the satellite copyright
legislation about which many of our
constituents have expressed concerns
during the past year. | am pleased that
this bill will provide a new copyright
license to satellite television that will
allow constituents to receive their
local television channels over their
satellite service.

In addition, this bill will bring real
competition, ensure better prices and
choices for our constituents, protect
existing subscribers from having their
distant network service shut off, and
make it easier for consumers to get ei-
ther a waiver or an eligibility test for
distant network service in the event
the waiver request is denied. This bill
is good for our constituents, and | am
pleased to support it.

Mr. Speaker, | want to commend the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), each of the subcommittee
chairmen on the Committee on Appro-
priations, and the ranking minority
member, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY), for their tireless ef-
forts over the past few weeks to reach
an agreement on the budget.

This rule was favorably reported by
the Committee on Rules yesterday, |
think that might have been this morn-
ing, at about 3:30 a.m., and | urge my
colleagues to support the bill on the
floor so we may proceed with the gen-
eral debate and consideration of this
important conference report.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, at 3:20 a.m. this morn-
ing the Committee on Rules was con-
vened to report this rule. The chairman
of the Committee on Appropriations,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG), said at that time that he
would like to take the time to explain
to the committee what was in this con-
ference agreement, but that to do so
might take 4 days. While | know he was
engaging in a little hyperbole, | cannot
think he was too terribly off the mark.

Mr. Speaker, this rule rolls five ap-
propriation bills, agriculture disaster
assistance funding, and $576 million for
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Hurricane Floyd disaster assistance,
all into one bill. The conference agree-
ment also contains a much-needed
Medicare reimbursement fix for hos-
pitals and nursing homes, the author-
ization for the Department of State,
which contains terms and conditions
that must be met in order for U.S. ar-
rearages to be paid, as well as other
matters that were not made clear to
the Committee on Rules early this
morning.

I am perfectly aware that Members
are anxious to end the session of the
106th Congress, but could we not wait
an extra hour or 2 to give Members an
opportunity to find out what is really
in this bill? I am also concerned that
this enormous bill is only going to get
1 hour of debate when in fact each one
of these bills in it should be considered
separately. Evidently, the Republican
leadership does not think that it is
necessary for Members to know what
they are voting on.

This is a very bad way to do business,
Mr. Speaker. And no one should be sur-
prised if Members raise objections to
considering this rule at this time.
While the contents of this omnibus ap-
propriations bill might be known to ne-
gotiators from Congress, the White
House, and a few select others, most of
the Members of this body know what is
in the bill only through news reports
and summaries.

This is not the first time this has
happened, nor will it be the last; but,
Mr. Speaker, how hard would it be to
give Members of this body a few extra
hours to ask questions? The Repub-
lican leadership is obviously making
contingent plans in case the other body
does not act quickly on this conference
agreement. The Committee on Rules
reported a rule making in order two ad-
ditional continuing resolutions that
will carry us through November 23 and
December 2. A few hours more today is
not an extraordinary request, Mr.
Speaker.

So what is in this bill? There are cur-
rently some significant improvements
over the earlier appropriations vetoed
by the President, and these represent a
victory for Democrats and for the peo-
ple of this country. The Commerce,
Justice, State appropriation contains
increased funding for the COPS pro-
gram, increases for the Office of Civil
Rights, the EEOC, and for Legal Serv-
ices.

The Foreign Operations appropria-
tion fully fund the Wye Agreement, al-
lowing the United States to meet its
obligations in the Middle East. The In-
terior appropriation contains increases
in funding for the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs and for Indian schools and tribal
community colleges, provides funding
for the Lands Legacy program, and de-
letes the most objectionable riders that
have been added to the bill in the Sen-
ate.

The Labor-HHS, Education appro-
priation provides $35.7 billion in fund-
ing for one of the top Democratic prior-
ities, class size reduction. This is a
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major victory for the President and for
Democrats in Congress; but even more
so, it is a victory for parents and their
children and for quality public school
education. This conference agreement
also includes funding for the Maternal
and Child Health Block Grant, for the
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Program, and for the Older Americans
Act programs.

This bill represents a lot of hard
work and many hard-won compromises.
However, there is one provision that is
problematic for many Members of this
House. While the bill funds the arrear-
ages owed to the United Nations, these
funds have been won at an extraor-
dinarily high cost, a cost that for some
Members may be too high. The fact
that this bill trades off payment to the
U.N. for family planning around the
world is tragic. Women’s lives and
health are being held hostage, Mr.
Speaker; and for many of us in this
body, such a situation is deplorable. No
one should be surprised if Members
vote against this conference agreement
because of that issue alone.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, this bill does
contain an across-the-board cut. Grant-
ed, it is far smaller than originally pro-
posed by the Republican majority, but
the symbolism is hard to miss. Because
this bill has only been whole for a mat-
ter of hours, it is doubtful that the
Congressional Budget Office has had an
opportunity to cost it out. But this
across-the-board cut is a fig leaf de-
signed to conceal the fact that gim-
micks and bells and whistles have been
used to mask the fact that this bill
most likely does cut into the Social
Security surplus. The White House
may have bought into this charade, but
this is one Member who understands
that in this case the emperor and all
his men have no clothes.

Mr. Speaker, this agreement is a
mixed bag; and Members should really
be given the time to look at it so they
can intelligently make a decision
about how they want to vote. There is
a lot at stake here, and surely it is
worth a little more time.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA).

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, | want
to rise in strong support of the rule as
well as the bill.

There are numbers of issues here that
are well taken care of in this bill, but
I specifically want to say for people in
New Jersey that we have not only help
here for the victims of Hurricane
Floyd, but also for New Jersey farmers
who have suffered a terrible drought
over the past year or more.

The FEMA use of money in this bill,
$250 million, to buy out homes that
were severely damaged by Floyd, is
very, very necessary in New Jersey;
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and it will help to not only have miti-
gation efforts but also do the buyout of
some of these homes.

But | rise particularly today to point
out, as a member of the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services as well
as a member of the board of directors
of Bread for the World, that we do have
in this bill a wonderful effort to help
debt burden relief for those poorest
countries, and | think that is very im-
portant. | want to commend the major-
ity leader, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARMEY), because it was through
his efforts that we were able to get this
money in there, help the hungry and
the poorest countries of the world, and
really help put in place reforms for the
next year that will address the ques-
tions of transparency in the Inter-
national Monetary Fund.

But for my part, aside from the fact
that this is long overdue to help feed
those poor people in the poorest coun-
tries, | also want to say that | will con-
tinue to track the distribution of that
debt relief and ensure that it is not
being diverted by corrupt government
actions. This is a wonderful activity.
We cannot forget these poor people,
and it is in the grand tradition of our
great country, the United States of
America.

Although we have spent many weeks trying
to get to this point | believe we have a fair
compromise for all. Although there are many
items in this bill that | could speak about today
there are a few | would like to mention today.

First | am pleased that this bill contains
extra funding to help victims of Hurricane
Floyd and the disastrous drought suffered by
our New Jersey farmers.

This legislation allows FEMA to use $215
million to buyout homes severely damaged by
the flood caused by Hurricane Floyd. This is
very important to my state of New Jersey
where many homes were damaged. This will
help relocate some of those homes outside of
the natural flood plain.

This bill also has additional funds to help
our farmers who have suffered from weather
related disasters.

| would also like to put my colleagues on
notice—we, in New Jersey, are still tallying the
price tag of Floyd. When the totality of the
damage from this unprecedented hurricane is
determined, we will most likely have to ad-
dress this issue again early next year. And
when we do, | strongly urge my colleagues to
address the unique circumstances of small
businesses that were damaged by the storm.
These small businesses are the economic
backbone of many of our communities and
need and deserve direct grants to help them
back on their feet.

Also | am pleased that this bill contains
many of the provisions of H.R. 1402 which im-
plements the Option 1-A milk pricing system
that is so important to the small dairy farmers
in New Jersey and the northeast. It also ex-
tends the dairy Compact for two years.

Finally, | am pleased that this bill advances
the international plan to provide debt relief to
the world’s poorest countries.

Mr. Speaker, | am on the Board of Directors
of Bread for the World—one of the distin-
guished and notable groups that have been
spearheading the debt relief movement. In-
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deed, much of the religious community is urg-
ing us to write off some of the unpayable debt
of the world’s poorest countries during the
year 2000. And under the right conditions, it's
the right thing to do.

The language Majority Leader ARMEY has
negotiated with Treasury is very helpful and |
commend him for his efforts. It will increase
the impact of the funding the House has al-
ready voted to appropriate for the relief of
debts that very poor countries owe to the
United States. This language will ensure that
the International Monetary Fund and other
governments also help provide for this debt re-
lief. In addition, | believe it will require ac-
countability to ensure that the monies will be
directed to feeding the hungry in these poorest
countries.

For my part, | will continue to track the dis-
tribution of this debt relief to ensure that it is
not being diverted by corrupt government ac-
tions.

Mr. Speaker, this language will also give
Congress another opportunity next year to
push for IMF reform. Many Members—from
both parties—agree that the IMF should be
more transparent and more accountable—to
the taxpayer's of the United States and to
people in the countries where it works.

There is also widespread agreement on the
basic goal of debt relie—to support economic
development and the reduction of poverty in
the poorest countries. Treasury, the World
Bank and IMF have adopted promising new
policies and procedures recently, and Con-
gress will need to be vigilant that these
changes really do translate debt relief into
help and opportunity for poor and hungry peo-
ple.

Mr. Speaker, this nonomnibus package is
far from perfect. Like many Members, | could
find certain parts of this bill problematic. But,
we must look at the whole picture. And on the
whole this bill is fair.

| urge my colleagues to support this bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
distinguished colleague for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, once again | want to
make clear why | have offered the mo-
tions that | have offered for the past
2% hours. | did so because it was the
plan of the leadership to bring the rule
and the continuing resolution that just
passed, to have that up right away at
10 o’clock, whiz it through the House,
immediately move to the rule, which
we are now on, and then move imme-
diately to the omnibus appropriation
bill, which none of us have read and
none of us understand. And that vote
would have been taken by noon with-
out even having a single copy of that
bill on the floor.
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What | was trying to do is to give
Members, first of all, enough time to
simply get a copy on the floor; sec-
ondly, to give our staffs an opportunity
to try to determine with greater cer-
tainty exactly what is in the author-
ization attachments and what is not;
and thirdly, to develop at least some
pieces of information available to rank
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and file Members so that those Mem-
bers who were not in the negotiations
understand just how replete with gim-
micks and replete with fraud this up-
coming bill is.

Now, we have done | think as much
as we could reasonably do. It has never
been my intention once the debate on
the bill starts to offer further motions
because | think both parties are enti-
tled to lay out their views on that bill
without interruption, and | have no in-
tention of making future motions once
we get to the bill itself.

I do ask the House, on this bill, to
vote against this rule because we have
no business doing business this way.
We have no business adding nine sepa-
rate authorization bills to the under-
lying appropriations bill. We have no
business hiding from Members the $45
billion in spending gimmicks that are
in these bills.

It just seems to me that the way we
should proceed is to have an hour’s de-
bate on each of the provisions being
added to the appropriations bills so
that, whether Members are for them or
against them, the House at least has an
opportunity to understand what it is
doing.

Nobody knows what we are doing on
these bills except perhaps a few of the
staffers who put them together, | will
grant that. But | doubt that any Mem-
ber is fully aware of all of the provi-
sions in these bills. And we are going
to regret a good many of them, | am
sad to say.

I would simply say, for instance, that
there are pieces of this bill, and this is
not true of the appropriation items,
but there are other pieces of the bill
which we will consider which have not
yet been scored by the Congressional
Budget Office. We ought to know what
they estimate the cost to be before we
vote on this bill.

So | would urge my colleagues to
vote against the rule.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GooD-
LING).

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, earlier in dissertation
on the floor it was mentioned that the
President won something in the area of
education. | want to make sure, and |
will do this several times this after-
noon, that everybody understands that
the President did not win anything in
education.

The chairman of the Committee on
Education and the Workforce did not
win anything in the area of education.
The children of the United States won
a lot in the area of education. And,
above all, the most disadvantaged chil-
dren in the United States won in the
area of education.

When | was able to show to the ad-
ministration that 50 percent of many of
the teachers in the schools in New
York City and duplicated in large cit-
ies all over the country were totally
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uncertified and, beyond that, probably
not qualified, some that were certified,
they agreed there is no reason to put
one more teacher in there. We better
get those who are there properly quali-
fied.

When they realized that last year 10
percent of all those new teachers that
were hired were totally unqualified,
they realized putting one teacher in
there was not going to help anything,
they better get the people who are
there more qualified. And so, we say in
that legislation agreed to by the ad-
ministration that any new hires must
be properly qualified and anybody that
was hired last year that was not quali-
fied must be qualified within 1 year.

That is why the administration
agreed that we should move from 15 to
25 percent in the area of flexibility.
That is why the administration agreed
that we should move it 100 percent in
those school districts where they have
all the uncertified and unqualified
teachers.

That is why the administration
agreed that public school choice should
be available to the 7,000 schools that
are Title | schools who are not doing
anything about improving the quality
of their education, and they said those
parents should have the right, and we
agreed.

We brought it up. They agreed. So
nobody won except the children of the
United States and, above all, those
children who are most disadvantaged.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. STARK).

(Mr. STARK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for vyielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to talk
about the calendar and explain that
Thanksgiving does not come until
Thursday, a week, and the ‘“‘turkey”’
that we are about to consider today is
stuffed with a lot of horrendous gifts
and failures.

For example, stuffed away in this
bill, unknown to many of my col-
leagues, is a gift of over $500 million a
year to drug companies who have their
pharmaceutical drugs exempted from
certain protections under the Medicare
bill. But at the same time we are giv-
ing $500 million a year to these phar-
maceutical companies, members of the
Committee on Ways and Means, all of
them, all of the Republicans who were
there voted to deny seniors a discount
on their prescription drugs.

That means that the gentleman from
Arizona (Mr. HAYWORTH), the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania  (Mr.
ENGLISH), the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. SHAwW), the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. FoOLEY), and the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Mrs. JoHNSON) all
voted to deny the seniors in their dis-
trict a discount on their prescription
drugs, which would have cost the Fed-
eral Government not one penny. Yet,
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grandly, they are going to vote to give
$500 million a year to the pharma-
ceutical companies.

Now, this bill is not paid for. There is
a $4 billion gift to the medical pro-
viders. Yet it shortens Medicare sol-
vency and raises the Part B premium
on all of our seniors by $12.

At the same time, this bill has failed
to give Medicaid to children of legal
immigrants. Young children are denied
medical care if they came to this coun-
try after 1996.

Yet, we had a great gift to the Blue
Cross/Blue Shield company by weak-
ening quality control standards for
managed care under Medicare. We
weakened the standards when this
same Congress has been unable to fi-
nalize the managed care bill of rights.
We are doing nothing under the Repub-
lican leadership except giving big dol-
lars to the pharmaceutical companies
in exchange for their donations, giving
big gifts to Blue Cross and for-profit
managed care plans who are reaming
our seniors.

And yet, in the next bill to be consid-
ered, if this turkey that we will con-
sider in the extenders happens to have
a bowel movement, we are going to
spend $40 million or $30 million a year
turning the results of that activity
into energy.

I would suggest, if we are going to
put up with all this Republican al-
chemy, why do we not ask these same
poultry producers to turn that by-prod-
uct into gold; and then they might find
the $17 billion they cannot find to pay
for in this bill and, so, it is going to
come out of the Social Security trust
fund.

All in all, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. FROST) is correct. It is a bill we
should not be voting on in the dark.
Vote ‘“no’’ on the rule and the bill.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 6 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS).

(Mr. THOMAS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman, the Chairman of Appro-
priations, for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, we are supposed to be
talking about a rule. But, obviously,
we are into the substance of these
measures. There has been a character-
ization of some of that substance by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK), and | would like to take just a
couple of minutes to set the stage for
those of our colleagues who may be
nervous about the fact that the body
does not know what we are doing in
terms of the Medicare reform or that
items have been slipped into this bill.

Perhaps the gentleman does not re-
member that we had a subcommittee
mark-up on October 15. We examined
the bill at that time and voted it favor-
ably to the full committee.

In between subcommittee passage
and the full committee vote, the Presi-
dent wrote a letter to me dated Octo-
ber 19 and said, ‘“Dear Mr. Chairman, |
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am writing to respond to your request
about administrative actions.”

He goes on and provides an outline
for what the administration has been
trying to do notwithstanding the Y2K
computer problems that the adminis-
tration has had the day after he signed
the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. We
were not aware of them prior to sign-
ing the bill, but they discovered them
immediately after they signed the leg-
islation.

His next-to-last paragraph said this:
“We believe that our administrative
actions can complement legislative
modifications to refine BBA payment
policies. These legislative modifica-
tions should be targeted to address un-
intended consequences of the Balanced
Budget Act of 1997 that can expect to
adversely affect beneficiary access to
quality care.”

That was exactly what we did. We
targeted it. This is a refinement bill.
And on October 21, it passed the full
committee with a bipartisan vote. This
is not something that was done in the
dead of night at 3 a.m. in the morning.
It went through the subcommittee. It
went through the full committee. And
then it came to the floor on November
5. And with 388 Members of the House
supporting the very specific provisions
that have been characterized as insid-
ious or give-backs or rip-offs, 388 Mem-
bers of the House voted for it.

But beyond that, after we worked
with our sister committee on this side
in jurisdiction, the Committee on Com-
merce, with the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, and with the White House to
craft an agreement that looked vir-
tually exactly like the House bill,
there was a comment by White House
representative Chris Jennings, who is
identified as the health policy coordi-
nator at the White House, in news sto-
ries published on November 11, Mr.
Jennings said, “This is an honorable
compromise. It lays down a foundation
for more significant Medicare reforms
next year.”

It is quite true that the gentleman
from California tried to offer a number
of killer amendments to fundamentally
alter Medicare, to change the entire
structure on a modest bill that the
President agreed needed to correct
some flaws in the Balanced Budget Act
of 1997 refinements.

No refinement bill could carry the
kind of amendments the gentleman
from California offered. And clearly,
the purpose of those amends was to be
able to stand up on the floor and then
make a statement that somehow we re-
fused to provide prescription drugs to
seniors.

It seems to me that if less of that
kind of hyperbole were employed and
more of a willingness to work together,
as has been indicated by the White
House, health care coordinator, we
could accomplish much. In a letter
dated November 15 that was addressed
to the Speaker signed by John Podesta,
Chief of Staff to the President of the
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United States, in which he said, for ex-
ample, in the third paragraph, ‘““As Of-
fice of Management and Budget Direc-
tor Lew indicated in his letter to Mr.
Thomas on October 18, findings or
clarifications by Congress do not
change the law and do not result in
scoring. Therefore, the attached clari-
fying language on the hospital out-
patient department policy would not be
scored by the OMB. With this in mind,
we would not characterize such legisla-
tion as having an adverse effect in any
way on the Social Security surplus.”

A letter from the White House says it
does not affect the Social Security sur-
plus. The comments from the White
House people we worked with said it
was an ‘“‘honorable compromise’”. CBO
has scored it, and | will put it in the
RECORD in terms of the dollar amounts
on a l-year, 5-year, 10-year, in fact, a
detailed scoring.

Why anyone would stand up on the
floor of this House and characterize the
Medicare legislation as reckless or in-
appropriate, when Democrats that we
worked with to put the package to-
gether, such as the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CARDIN), White House
representatives, Chief of Staff John Po-
desta and their health care coordinator
say this is an honorable agreement,
that we have it scored that it does not
affect the important hospital out-
patient area, any adverse effect on So-
cial Security, | have got to say it
sounds a little desperate on the part of
some individuals who voted no in sub-
committee, no on the floor, and are
voting no now that, frankly, their col-
leagues do not agree with them.

This is a good package. People are
pleased to and it is endorsed by Repub-
licans, some Democrats, most Demo-
crats, 388 votes on the floor of the
House, and the White House.

I am pleased to work together with
those who want to improve Medicare to
make sure that it is better for our sen-
iors today and tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, | include the following
for the RECORD:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, November 15, 1999.
Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Capitol Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: We are pleased that we
have been able to work out a strong, bipar-
tisan agreement on the Balanced Budget Re-
finement Act of 1999. AIll parties to the
agreement, in particular Mr. Thomas, Mr.
Bliley, Mr. Dingell, Mr. Rangel, Mr. Stark,
Mrs. Johnson, Mr. McCrery, Senator Roth,
Senator Moynihan and Senator Nickles,
played critical roles in achieving this out-
come. We know that this was as high a pri-
ority for you as it has been for the President
and we appreciate your leadership.

As you know, a technical drafting change
in the BBA has resulted in some confusion
over the outpatient payment formula that
could result in a reduction in payments.
Aside from correcting a payment formula
flaw, the hospital outpatient PPS was not
designed to impose an additional reduction
in aggregate payments. We continue to be-
lieve that such a reduction would be unwise.
During our deliberations on the balanced
Budget Refinement Act, we agreed to resolve
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any confusion through a Congressional in-
tent clarification provision. Earlier today,
language to this effect was worked out be-
tween the White House and Mr. Thomas.

As Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) Director Law indicated in his letter
to Mr. Thomas on October 18, findings or
clarifications by Congress do not change the
law and do not result in scoring. Therefore,
the attached clarifying language on the hos-
pital outpatient department policy would
not be scored by OMB. With this in mind, we
would not characterize such legislation as
having an adverse effect in any way on the
Social Security surplus.

Achieving a bipartisan consensus on ad-
dressing the unintended consequences of the
BBA is an important accomplishment. The
President hopes that we can build on this
achievement and pass legislation to
strengthen and modernize Medicare.

Sincerely,
JOHN D. PODESTA,
Chief of Staff to the President.
Enclosure.

BUDGETARY IMPACT OF THE “MEDICARE, MEDICAID, AND
S—CHIP BALANCED BUDGET REFINEMENT ACT OF 1999”

[In billions of dollars]

CBO estimate
Program refinement

5 year 10 year

House-Senate agreement:

Hospitals 34 53
Skilled Nursing Facilities 21 21
Outpatient Therapy Services . 0.6 0.6
Home Health & Hospice ... 13 14
Dialysis & Durable Medical 03 08
Pap Smears & Immunosuppressive Dru 0.2 0.4
Medicare+Choice . 19 25
Medicaid 0.7 12
S—CHIP 0.2 0.4
Part B Interaction and Medicare+Choice Inter-
action 08 18
Total spending (reflecting House-Senate
agreement) 1 ........coooeveerrrinerenieneienii 124 171
Addition per administration’s request:
Administration’s Request for Hospital Outpatient

PPS Clarification 2 ...........cccooouumrvviiinincrnicinnnens 39 9.6

Total spending (reflecting Administration’s

TEQUESE) L oo 16.0 27.0

1Components may not add to total due to rounding.

2Request detailed in letters from the OMB (10/18/99). Clarification will
not be scored by OMB on its baseline.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. PELOSI).

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise reluctantly in op-
position to this rule because | believe
that it is not fair and it is not in keep-
ing with the great tradition of this
House for us to have an open debate
and for Congress to work its will on
important matters that affect our
country.

O 1445

There are at least nine bills rolled
into this bill that this rule is for, five
appropriations bills. I do not like to
spend a good deal of time talking about
process, but when the rule for a bill for
at least nine pieces of legislation al-
lows for 1 hour of debate, one-half an
hour on each side, that is not serving
the American people well.

One of the issues that | wish we could
debate more fully if our bill on foreign
operations were brought up separately,
which it should have been, is the issue
of international family planning. |
think it is very instructive to the
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American people to see that the Repub-
lican majority in this House was will-
ing to hold hostage the United States
international role in the world. The
Republican majority was willing to
hold hostage the poorest women in the
world and their access to family plan-
ning. They were willing to hold hostage
our position at the United Nations at a
time when we are calling out for
multilateralism and not the U.S. car-
rying the full burden.

| think it points to the extremism of
the Republican Party that this is, and
I point out, my colleagues, this is not
about abortion; it is about family plan-
ning, that a majority of the Repub-
licans have voted to oppose all funding
for all international family planning,
that they would take that position and
use it against the administration and
force the administration’s hand to
agree to their position in order for us
to maintain our vote at the U.N. while
we paid our dues.

| urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’’ on
this rule in the hopes that we could
bring back the substantive matters be-
fore this House in a fair and open and
democratic way.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. RAHALL).

Mr. RAHALL. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to
the rule and wish to set the record
straight on the swirling misperceptions
that have surrounded the West Vir-
ginia delegation’s efforts to provide a
balance between protecting jobs so es-
sential for our Nation’s energy security
and protecting our environment at the
same time. Over the past several
weeks, the national media, environ-
mental organizations, and the White
House have engaged in a campaign of
misinformation regarding a proposal
by the West Virginia congressional del-
egation to address a coal mining crisis
in our State.

Over the vyears, litigation in the
State of West Virginia has resulted in
some of the toughest mining reclama-
tion laws in the Nation. Indeed our
coal industry in West Virginia operates
under greater environmental scrutiny
than the industry does in any other
State in our Nation. As a result of liti-
gation, environmental plaintiffs en-
tered into a settlement agreement with
the United States on matters involving
both the Clean Water Act and the Sur-
face Mining and Reclamation Act.

On October 20 of this year, a Federal
court decision rendered a rather unique
interpretation of the relationship be-
tween provisions of the Clean Water
Act and SMARA. This interpretation
in my view is contrary to congressional
intent in enacting the applicable stat-
utes. Our delegation has sought to reaf-
firm the interpretation of these provi-
sions of law and regulations that have
been upheld by the EPA, the Corps of
Engineers and the Interior Depart-
ment. Nothing, and | repeat, nothing in
our efforts have sought to undercut the
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Clean Water Act. In fact, the provision
of our legislation clearly states, and |
quote, ‘“‘nothing in this section modi-
fies, supersedes, undermines, displaces
or amends any requirement or any reg-
ulation issued under the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act.”

I do not know how to better state it,
how to make it more clear. Yet despite
these facts, a campaign of misinforma-
tion has been trumpeted around this
Nation and has been unfair to our West
Virginia congressional delegation. The
White House certainly is to blame.
This is unfortunate, because the White
House and the President’s senior advi-
sors particularly have turned their
back on the many hundreds of hard-
working men and women whose liveli-
hoods, whose families and whose fu-
tures now hang in the balance. These
are the individuals who have toiled be-
neath the surfaces of this Nation in
order to provide us energy security
that lights this very chamber today.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. WISE).

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in op-
position to this rule and to the final
spending bill. There may be many laud-
able provisions, but unfortunately this
bill does not include the important
Byrd-McConnell mining amendment
that the West Virginia delegation has
sought so hard to include. Failure to
include the West Virginia delegation’s
language which would rectify a Federal
court decision means months, perhaps
even years of uncertainty, uncertainty
about whether to enter into coal con-
tracts, uncertainty about whether to
make investments in future mining,
uncertainty in families’ lives about
whether they will continue their jobs
in the mining industry and, finally, un-
certainty, yes, even for the environ-
mental advocates, because there are no
final rules of the road.

If this day ends without the impor-
tant Byrd-McConnell language, | be-
lieve, though, we must continue work-
ing. First, all parties must agree that
the present stay of the court decision
has to remain in effect. Second, the
DEP and Federal agencies must work
together to analyze the full impact of
the court’s decision. And, third, all
parties, mining, State and Federal offi-
cials, and environmental representa-
tives must undertake serious negotia-
tions to see if agreement can be
reached to deal with the most severe
impact of the court’s decision.

But, Mr. Speaker, let me make a
point. Great progress has been made in
improving surface mining. As a result
of environmental legislation and a
sweeping environmental settlement
just months ago, surface mining will
never be the same again in the State of
West Virginia. So great progress has
been made. The question is whether
balance will be preserved. And the
court’s decision takes it too far the
other way. The important Byrd-McCon-
nell language would guarantee that
there would be balance, that gains in
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regulating mining would be preserved
and at the same time the important
mining jobs, particularly in those areas
of high unemployment, would be pre-
served.

Mr. Speaker, mountaintop removal
will never be conducted the same
again. That is already a given. The
Byrd-McConnell language, though,
would guarantee that as we improve
regulation in mountaintop removal, we
do not automatically result in job re-
moval. | wish this language had been
included.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-

tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GuUT-
KNECHT).
Mr. GUTKNECHT. Mr. Speaker, |

thank the gentleman from Georgia for
yielding me this time.

I reluctantly have to rise in opposi-
tion to this rule. | want to at least ex-
plain why. Early in the process we were
told that there was not going to be an
omnibus bill. We now know that that is
not true. We were also told that very
controversial issues would not be in-
cluded in the final bill. We know that
is not true, either. But part of the rea-
son | have to rise in opposition to this
rule is | remember several years ago
when one of my favorite Presidents
stood right there and he held up a bill
that weighed about 45 pounds and he
dropped it on the desk right here with
a big thud, and he said, Congress
should not send bills like this to my of-
fice, and he said, and if they do, | will
veto them. He did not keep that prom-
ise. He probably should have.

But in many respects, we all know,
everybody in this body knows it is
wrong to have these omnibus bills
where we throw almost everything into
it. If anybody here can say with an
honest expression on their face that
they know what everything is in that
bill, well, God save you. We know that
there is a lot of stuff in that. We are
going to read over the next several

months about issues that are in the
bill, and we are going to be embar-
rassed by it.

But I am most embarrassed about

what is happening to the dairy farmers
in the upper Midwest. Every morning
at 4:30 lights go on all over the upper
Midwest, 3,000 in my district. Nobody
works harder than dairy farmers, and
this is a knife in the back to those peo-
ple. For 62 years they have labored
under the yoke of an unfair milk mar-
keting order system, and this leader-
ship has knifed them in the back in the
11th hour in a back-room deal. | can
live with the outcome if we have reg-
ular order. I understand democracy. If
we have an honest up or down vote and
we lose in the House; we have an hon-
est up or down vote and we lose in the
Senate, | can live with that. That is
called democracy. But when it is done
at the 11th hour by a handful of leaders
in a back-room deal, well, | cannot live
with that, and | cannot vote for a rule
that would support it.
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to support this conference report and
to commend my colleagues on the
Committee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) spe-
cifically, and those in the administra-
tion for their efforts. Bringing this
package to the floor has not been easy.
I want to applaud the patience and the
determination both sides showed in
reaching this agreement. | reluctantly
opposed the conference report for the
Interior appropriations bill earlier in
the year because of numerous anti-en-
vironmental provisions that were at-
tached by the other body. Thankfully
we have removed or modified nearly all
of those riders and significantly im-
proved the Interior bill.

Additionally, though, through our
negotiations with the White House, we
were able to increase funding levels for
some key programs that will better
protect our environment. In the last
few weeks, we negotiated millions of
additional dollars for the President’s
land legacy initiative to protect sen-
sitive or threatened lands in this coun-
try. The administration and Congress
should be proud of the benefits this
compromise means to our public lands.

Funding was included in both the
Commerce Department as well as the
Interior Department to help my State
and three other West Coast States ad-
dress the recent salmon listings under
the Endangered Species Act. Funding
for these programs was my top pri-
ority. | want to sincerely thank the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. ROG-
ERS), the gentleman from New York
(Mr. SERRANO), and the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. REGULA) for working with me
to provide these critical funds that will
help our State protect and restore West
Coast salmon provisions.

Additionally, funds were included to
help implement the recently nego-
tiated treaty between the United
States and Canada that will aid our ef-
forts to recover these fish by substan-
tially reducing their harvest. | regret
that the conference agreement did not
provide the requested increase for the
National Endowment for the Arts, but
appreciate the modest increase for the
National Endowment for the Human-
ities. | believe there is strong public
support for both of the endowments
and wish the funding levels to the arts
better reflected that support.

Again | wish to warmly thank the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA) for
his tireless work on the Interior appro-
priations bill. These negotiations were
lengthy and tedious, but he dem-
onstrated extraordinary leadership and
was instrumental in bringing this
agreement to the floor today.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I would like to speak out in opposition
to not only this rule but to this final
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bill for many reasons, but chief among
those reasons why | am opposing this
rule and why | am opposing this bill is
because of the dairy policy provisions
contained within this bill. Blame can
be spread all over the place. The Presi-
dent did not adequately protect his
own agency’s reform. The majority of
Congress swept against us.

The point is this: we are preserving a
62-year-old antiquated program that
pays a farmer more for the price of
milk he produces the farther away
from Eau Claire, Wisconsin, he lives.
This Congress, which is elected to de-
fend the Constitution, freedom, this
Congress which contains most Mem-
bers of Congress who proclaim to be in
favor of free market principles, are
voting in this bill to destroy those very
free market principles. What | say to
those Members of Congress from the
Northeast, from the South, you like
milking cows, | understand that, “‘Just
don’t milk our dairy farmers in the
upper Midwest.”’

The problem with this bill is that
half of this dairy policy never came to
this body. It did come to the Senate
and it was defeated. So why on earth
are we dealing with this legislation in
this big appropriations bill? This
should be done through regular order.
It should not be done in this appropria-
tions bill. Worst of all, it pits one, two,
three regions of dairy farmers against
one region, the upper Midwest. We sim-
ply want a chance to compete fairly on
a level playing field in the upper Mid-
west, and we are being deprived of that
because of this legislation that is being
tacked onto this bill like a giant, ugly
ornament on a big Christmas tree.

Mr. Speaker, | urge Members of this
body to vote against this bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER).

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time. There is so much to say and
so little time, but |1 would like to focus
on two specific items of importance to
the American people.

Mr. Speaker, | consider the health-re-
lated provisions of this bill to be a
mixed bag. | am extremely pleased to
see that Congress is continuing its
commitment to double the budget of
the National Institutes of Health over 5
years. This is the lifesaving research
which families fighting cancer and
other dread diseases are depending on.
The bill increases the NIH budget by
another 15 percent, raising it from $15.6
billion last year to $17.9 billion in fiscal
year 2000.

O 1500

But, unfortunately, the shell game
continues in order to pay for this
spending.

The bill delays the release of $4 bil-
lion of the NIH appropriations until
September 29, 2000. Twenty of our col-
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leagues wrote to the conferees urging
them not to take this action, because
medical research is not a faucet that
can be turned off and on. No disease
will wait for a clinical trial to get to
the next round of funding. A colony of
bacteria is not going to hibernate until
the researcher receives the promised
grant. Frankly, | am not too sure the
researcher will stick around either. |
am deeply concerned about the impact
of this delayed appropriations on vital
medical research.

In addition, 1 am appalled that Con-
gress and the administration have con-
spired to imperil the health and wel-
fare of women across the world by at-
taching onerous conditions to inter-
national family planning spending.
Under this bill, United States funds are
not only barred from going to groups
that perform abortions directly or indi-
rectly, but also to any group that lob-
bies in any way regarding govern-
mental policies on abortion. An organi-
zation could even be barred from in-
forming a government how many
women were being harmed by unsafe or
botched abortions, not just lobbying
for abortion rights.

If the President uses his authority to
waive this provision, international
family planning funds are cut by 3 per-
cent. At that point, thousands of
women will not receive birth control,
leading to unintended pregnancies and
abortions. It is simply beyond my
grasp how abortion opponents believe
that policies like this one help their
cause.

This provision will not prevent a sin-
gle abortion. It will only cause more
and more dangerous abortions to occur.
A woman in the Third World dies every
3 minutes. Surely that is the harshest
kind of birth control, and we will be
prevented from telling them how to
prevent unintended pregnancy.

I am pleased that the bill makes
progress in restoring the unexpectedly
deep cuts made in Medicare reimburse-
ment to hospitals, home care and other
facilities under the Balanced Budget
Act. Although the relief provided itself
is modest, it will make a major dif-
ference in my district of Rochester,
New York, in enabling our health care
community to continue to provide
world class care.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank my colleague for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, what | think is impor-
tant to note today as this House ap-
pears poised apparently to vote for this
bill with the anti-dairy reform in it, is
it is important to point out why it was
added to this bill.

It was added to this bill because
these anti-reform provisions could not
pass Congress in the normal fashion.
Extension of the compact and 1(a) have
not passed both Houses of Congress.
Right now, there is a fight going on in
the Senate that | think proves that

November 18, 1999

point. Because they could not pass it in
the normal fashion, they had to add it
in the wee hours of this debate. That is
unfortunate, but maybe it means that
there is hope for those of us who be-
lieve in free market reforms. Maybe it
shows to us, the fact that they have to
try to get it done this way, maybe it
shows us that there are more people be-
hind us than we realized.

I can only hope that in the future, if
given a chance to proceed in the nor-
mal order, maybe, just maybe, we will
prevail, and maybe, just maybe, we will
have true dairy reform.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KIND).

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, | thank my
friend for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in opposi-
tion to the rule and to the final bill.
Where does a promise mean nothing
anymore? Right here on the floor of
the House of Representatives. Where is
one of the last remaining vestiges of a
Soviet style, state-controlled economic
industry? Right here in the blessed
United States of America, with a de-
pression-era Federal milk marketing
order policy. Unfortunately, because of
a last minute deal brokered behind
closed doors, the first significant step
to reform an antiquated, senseless
dairy policy will be blocked by lan-
guage contained in this bill.

Just a couple of months ago, Mr.
Speaker, | had a meeting with some of
the leaders in the Republican Party on
the House floor, where they promised
me and other representatives that they
would not allow any anti-dairy reform
legislation to be attached to one of the
year-end spending bills. But we wake
up this morning and, lo and behold,
there it is. Promises made, promises
broken. And you would think an ad-
ministration whose own reform pro-
posals are under attack after three
years of exhaustive work would stand a
little more firm and fight for it, but
that did not happen.

Now, it is never fun or pleasant to
hold up the business of the House with
delay tactics, and it is unfortunate we
have had to resort to that tactic today.
But | for one am willing to stay here
until the cows come home, until we get
this budget right, right for the Amer-
ican people, and right for the family
farmers across the country.

For those of you who believe in budg-
et integrity and fiscal discipline, there
are a number of reasons for voting
against it. It is $35 billion over the
spending caps from the 1997 budget
agreement. We are dipping into the So-
cial Security surplus by $17 billion to
$18 billion according to our own Con-
gressional Budget Office. We have done
absolutely nothing to extend the sol-
vency of Social Security and Medicare
by one day in this budget. To top it all
off, we are milking family farmers
across the country and consumers and
taxpayers with this 11th hour, back-
room deal that will prohibit reform of
a depression-era national dairy policy.



November 18, 1999

We can do a lot better. | think the
American people demand that we do a
lot better.

I would encourage my colleagues to
vote no on this budget agreement. Let
us start over, let us get it right, and
then let us go home.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs.
JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, | rise in strong support of the
bill, and particularly want to call at-
tention to the Medicare ‘‘salvation”
section. It is really a testament to the
vitality of our democracy.

This Medicare salvation section is
the direct result of a lot of us getting
out there, visiting our nursing homes,
talking to the people who run them
and hearing from seniors who were
being denied critical care because of
mistakes made in past legislation or in
administration policy.

Let me tell you, democracy is not a
spectator sport, and this bill reflects
that truth. Members of the sub-
committee were out there, other Mem-
bers of Congress were out there, and
our chairman, the gentleman from
California (Mr. THOMAS), whose very
bright mind and big heart wrote this
bill, also took the time to get out there
into the facilities and talk with the
seniors. That enabled us to build a very
precise effective package, providing re-
lief to hospitals, home health care
agencies and nursing home facilities.

And it is a very fine job we’ve done.
It helps all of our providers, but it does
not fundamentally step back on this
Congress’ commitment to save Medi-
care in the long run, from financial cri-
sis, and to be there for our seniors with
quality health care.

I just want to say that while the ad-
ministration was very helpful and has
really worked with us in many ways, it
is unfortunate that the process, be-
cause it costs money, does not allow
them to make specific proposals to
help us. We did all of this, and it was
heavy lifting, just as Members, listen-
ing to seniors and care providers and
putting together an honest package
that goes right to the heart of the
problem and addresses it.

Members can take great pride in hav-
ing saved Medicare quality health care
for our seniors. As we go home, we can
help our hospitals, nursing homes and
health care agencies understand this
expansion of resources and provide the
care our seniors richly need and de-
serve.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman from
Texas for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, this is what | have been
trying to do in the last few minutes, is
to review what this House has brought
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to the American people and calling it a
budget, that has who knows what and
does not address many of the concerns
that the American people have asked
them to address.

Just as an example, Mr. Speaker, this
is what part of the bill looks like, lines
drawn through, scribbles being made,
and no one knows what was in it and
what is out of it.

My concern, Mr. Speaker, as | said
earlier, and this rule concerns me and
| rise to oppose the rule, is that what
we have is a mishmash that includes a
number of addendums that have noth-
ing to do with the appropriation proc-
ess.

The satellite issue is an important
issue that | would argue that we need-
ed to support. The State Department
authorization is likewise very impor-
tant, and | have fought long and hard
for Medicare help for our hospitals and
health providers and will continue to
fight for that. But we do not have a Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, we do not have
the protection of seniors for prescrip-
tion drugs, and we have two inserts on
the family planning issue typed up that
deny family planning for women
around the world.

Though | am certainly concerned
about those who have a different view
from me, | am likewise concerned
about developing nations where women
will be violated, intimidated, forget-
ting family planning because of this
legislation.

I can say that | am gratified that my
office worked to increase the amount
of money for mental health services in
the Community Mental Health Pro-
gram, but | do say we are doing a trag-
ic injustice to have Members be respon-
sible for voting for a bill whose paper-
work has yet to come to the floor and
who has given us the responsibility of
reading this within the few hours that
we have.

Mr. Speaker, this is a bad rule, this is
a bad process, and I am sorely dis-
appointed that this is what we have
come to. We need to go back to work
and present to the American people the
kind of legislative initiative that will
be warranted of this country and this
Congress.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BLUNT)

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
rule and support of the bill. First of all,
I want to say how much | appreciate
the work of the appropriators. The new
chairman, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG), has done a tremendous
job at a time when we are really laying
out some new rules for appropriations,
and all the members of appropriations
on both sides of the aisle have worked
hard to try to redefine this culture of
what we are trying to achieve: A bal-
anced budget, without spending Social
Security.

We have heard a lot of debate about
whose numbers may be right, whose

H12753

predictions may be right. We really did
not debate those things. Apparently
the Congress did not debate them for 40
years, because we did not have a bal-
anced budget without spending Social
Security and nobody seemed to care.

It is great that we are down now to
debating whose projection about in-
come may be the closest to accurate
next September, because that is really
the projection date that counts. | am
convinced we are not going to spend for
the second year in a row a penny of So-
cial Security income.

| like the way the committee put this
package together. It is a big package,
but it is a package of individual bills.
You can go to each of those bills and
see exactly what was in them, and
what is in them are the items that
should be in them. This is not a pack-
age that people have put things in that
should not be there or are not under-
stood to be there.

Social Security was not spent. That
gives us a chance to really look at the
future of Social Security. We cannot
really talk about Social Security re-
form if we cannot stop spending the
trust fund.

Somebody said the problem with the
Social Security trust fund has been
there was no trust and there is no fund.
Well, this restores both of those con-
cepts.

The balanced budget adjusters do tre-
mendous things for home health care,
for rural hospitals. This is a good bill,
this is a good rule. | urge my col-
leagues to support both.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY).

Mr. FOLEY. | thank the gentleman
from Georgia for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, for my colleagues who
insist they do not know what is in this
bill, they have not been paying atten-
tion during regular order, because
within this bill are the multitude of
bills that have been discussed in com-
mittee, discussed on this floor, and now
rolled into one bill as we leave this
process.

The others that suggest somehow we
are dipping into the Social Security
trust fund, the only reason we are here
still is because the President keeps
asking for more money, more spending,
more funds for programs that he needs.

Now, some have suggested somehow
we have been held hostage on inter-
national family planning. The Presi-
dent of the United States agreed to
that provision in the bill.

Now, let us talk about why some peo-
ple will vote against the fine bill here
today. | challenge them to vote against
increasing funding to Medicare choice.
Organ transplant patients will have an
extended coverage on anti-rejection
drugs. Vote no to that today. | urge
you to today.

Rehabilitation services, increasing
therapy caps, something we have heard
complaint after complaint from our
citizens about, the need to increase
physical therapy and rehabilitation.
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Women’s health. Pap smear tests now
and cervical cancer screenings. Go
ahead and vote against those fine ini-
tiatives. | challenge you to do it.

Increased flexibility for rural hos-
pitals. Cancer hospitals, ensures that
cancer hospitals will not face any re-
duction due to new outpatient prospec-
tive payment systems.

Changing the prospective payment
system for hospital outpatients. Nurs-
ing home skilled facilities will be, in
fact, have increased patients.

Home health care, reduce the sched-
uled reduction and increase benefit
caps for some citizens.

Hospice care. Matt Lauer and | and
several others were with hospice this
week in Palm Beach County raising
money for hospice.
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This bill includes an increase in hos-
pice coverage. Tell your hospice friends
that you rejected this bill today be-
cause, | do not know why, but in-
creased funding for them.

Teaching hospitals for New York and
other places who have been belly-ach-
ing about not enough money for teach-
ing hospitals. Thanks to the gentleman
from California (Mr. THOMAS) and the
Committee on Ways and Means, we
have increased money for teaching hos-
pitals. Durable equipment, increased
senior access to durable equipment.
Rural health care. On and on goes the
list. For my Floridians who say they
are going to vote against the bill, they
are going to be voting against $142 mil-
lion for Everglades restoration. Go
back and tell that to the Floridians
who depend on the Everglades for
water. | urge my colleagues to vote
““no’” and go home and explain that.

Indian programs. You name the list
of things that are accomplished in this
bill through the hard work of the com-
mittee in order to make this a better
country. Money for national forests,
bettering education, continuing our
commitment to block grants. On and
on goes the list of fine things in this
bill.

Those that live in rural farming
areas, please pay special attention, be-
cause in this bill is a $178 million loan
authorization for disaster relief, okay?
My colleagues can go home and face
their farmers this weekend and explain
to them that they voted against this
very important provision, if they have
experienced a drought. Anyone from
North Carolina, anyone from Florida, |
urge you to go home and tell your
farmers you had a chance to help them
today and you chose not to from a par-
tisan perspective. Juvenile account-
ability. On and on goes the list.

Mr. Speaker, | urge Members to sup-
port the rule, support the bill. It is a
good bill.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the rank-
ing member on the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The gentleman from Wis-
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consin (Mr. OBEY) is recognized for 3%
minutes.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, let me sim-
ply address two points, since other
Members have also addressed the dairy
issue.

I believe that in this House a hand-
shake is as good as a contract, and |
believe that the day that one’s word
ceases to be one’s bond is the day that
we lose something very precious in this
democratic institution.

I was told in August and again in
September, and this was confirmed by
one of the two Members of the Repub-
lican leadership 3 days ago in a con-
versation with me, 1 was told that if |
would cooperate procedurally on appro-
priation bills with the majority, they
would assure me that no extraneous
dairy provision would be attached to
any appropriation vehicle. The three
key words were ‘‘any appropriation ve-
hicle.” That promise has now been vio-
lated. | think that says more about the
people who violated it than it says
about anybody else in this institution.
I deeply regret it.

I find it incredibly ironic that at a
time when people are cheering with
great huzzahs over the World Trade Or-
ganization-China deal, when they are
earnestly pushing for free trade inter-
nationally, they are supporting inter-
nal trade barriers to the free flow of
dairy products in the United States.
That is absurdly old-fashioned, and no
self-respecting free marketeer should
be supporting it.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Nov. 18, 1999]
LOTT HAS A Cow

There are a million stories inside the Belt-
way, most of which the pols don’t want you
to know. But we thought you might be
amused by the one about Trent Lott, dairy
queen.

As Public Works Chair . . . sorry, Senate
Majority Leader, Mr. Lott has already built
himself a pork-barrel legacy for the Mis-
sissippi ages. But who would have thought
his largess was big enough for all New Eng-
land? There’s apparently nothing the guy
won’t do to re-elect a fellow ‘‘singing sen-
ator,” in this case the liberal James Jeffords
of Vermont.

Vermont has lots of dairy farmers, most of
whom are much less efficient than those in
the Upper Midwest. Worse yet, Congressional
permission for a six-state price-fixing dairy
cartel known as the Northeast Compact is
about to expire. So Mr. Jeffords who is run-
ning for a third term next November, got
hold of Mr. Lott, who promised to jam an ex-
tension past an otherwise reluctant Senate.

Never mind that this milks consumers to
the tune of about 20 extra cents a gallon.
(Milk consumed by the same ‘“‘poor children”
who liberals like Mr. Jeffords and Vermont
Democrat Pat Leahy are constantly invok-
ing to sell their new programs.) Never mind
that the Senate voted down and extension
earlier this year.

And never mind that in the process of help-
ing Mr. Jeffords, Mr. Lott is sticking a shiv
in the back of another vulnerable GOP in-
cumbent, Rod Grams of Minnesota. ‘I guess
Jeffords is in a tough race,”” Mr. Grams told
us ruefully. “But it can’t be tougher than
mine. And this is going to hurt me back in
Minnesota, because it will hurt our farm-
ers.”

Mr. Lott likes to complain that he lacks a
real conservative majority. Yet Mr. Jeffords
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is a routine apostate, agreeing with Ted Ken-
nedy on demand, while Mr. Grams is a reli-
able conservative. It’s nice to know how
much Mr. Lott values ideological loyalty
when he’s doling out backroom favors.

Not that Mr. Lott deserves all of the cred-
it. He has help in the House, where Speaker
Dennis Hastert has caved in to Missouri Rep.
Roy Blunt’s attempt to gut the free market
dairy reforms that Congress urged on a re-
luctant Clinton Administration as recently
as 1996. Mr. Blunt’s affront would add an-
other 16 cents or so to a gallon of milk
around the country. Mr. Lott wants to ram
this into the end-of-session budget bill too.

Beyond the muscle politics, all of this is
one more embarrassing sign that Repub-
licans seem to have Kkicked over the reform
stool. They’re mainly into incumbent protec-
tion now. Messrs. Blunt and Lott are sup-
posed to be GOP leaders. But the difference
between them and Dick Gephardt is more
and more a matter of whose special interest
gets gored.

As of this writing, Mr. Grams and Wis-
consin Democrat Herb Kohl were promising
to filibuster the Lott-Jeffords-Blunt cartel
plans. But the way these things usually go,
the dissenters get run over by the Members
stampeding to leave town to brag about all
of the pork they just voted to deliver. Cow-
abunga, Trent.

[From the Washington Post, Nov. 17, 1999]
GOP CHIEFS SOUR ON MILK REFORM—WHITE

HOUSE, WISCONSIN’S KOHL BALK AT LOTT-

HASTERT AGREEMENT

(By Michael Grunwald)

Three years after Congress ordered the Ag-
riculture Department to revamp the nation’s
convoluted system for setting milk prices,
Republican leaders agreed yesterday to send
a new message to the department: Never
mind.

Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott (R-
Miss.) and House Speaker J. Dennis Hastert
(R-111) settled on language undoing the de-
partment’s modest market-oriented dairy re-
forms and largely preserving the depression-
era ‘“‘Eau Claire system’” that sets milk
prices according to distance from Eau Claire,
Wis. They also agreed to a two-year exten-
sion of the controversial Northeast Dairy
Compact, a regional milk cartel that sets
prices even higher in New England.

But the last minute maneuvering faced
stiff opposition from the White House, which
warned that plans to attach the dairy provi-
sions to a giant year-end spending bill could
jeopardize the entire budget deal. “‘It would
create all sorts of obstacles,” said presi-
dential spokesman Jake Siewert, who noted
that Clinton had promised to veto other
spending bills including the milk language.

The upshot of the proposal—which lott
pushed on behalf of Sen. James M. Jeffords
(R-Vt.), who is up for reelection in 2000—
would be a bitter defeat for dairy farmers in
the upper Midwest, a huge victory for dairy
farmers in the Northeast, and a status-quo
solution to a battle that could have resulted
in lower prices for consumers. Sen. Herb
Kohl (D-Wis.) yesterday vowed a last-ditch
effort to hold up congressional business to
block the deal, and he could have assistance
from the administration.

“This is a very big thing for us, and I'm
going to do whatever | need to do to try to
make sure this doesn’t happen,” said Kohl,
who noted that his state has 25,000 dairies,
compared with 3,000 for all of New England.

The byzantine Eau Claire system was de-
signed to ensure that every region of the
country maintained a local supply of fresh
milk, at a time when it was not possible to
transport milk long distances in refrigerated
trucks. The 1996 farm bill, touted as an effort
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to introduce free-market principles to Amer-
ica’s farm economy, required the Clinton ad-
ministration to propose a replacement for
the Eau Claire regime. And while it author-
ized the Northeast Compact, it set its expira-
tion date for this year.

Now Congress appears set to change its
mind.

The Agriculture Department plan, which
was supposed to go into effect last month be-
fore it was held up by a lawsuit in Vermont,
would have smoothed out the formulas that
favor farmers farther away from Eau Claire.
Consumer advocates estimated that it would
have cut milk prices by at least 2 cents a
gallon nationally, saving consumers $185 mil-
lion to $1 billion a year and saving taxpayers
$42 million to $149 million on food programs.
But the House passed a bill last month to
suspend the new plan, and congressional
leaders have agreed to include a version of
that bill in the overall budget agreement.
And yesterday’s deal will extend the com-
pact until February 2001.

Kohl complained that maintaining the sta-
tus quo would mean maintaining an unfair
playing field, providing government protec-
tion to help inefficient dairies compete with
midwestern farmers. John Czwartacki, a
spokesman for Lott, cautioned that no deal
is final until the budget agreement is com-
plete, but he suggested that midwestern sen-
ators such as Kohl and Rod Grams (R-Minn.),
who also is up for reelection, will be unable

to stop it.
“It’s all done but the fireworks,”
Czwartacki said. “I’'m sure people will voice

their unhappiness in tried and true ways.
But on this issue, you can’t make everyone
happy.”

Not even the regional alliance of compact
supporters—who include likely New York
Senate candidate Hillary Rodham Clinton,
but not her husband—got everything it want-
ed. It did not get a permanent extension of
the Northeast Compact. And the agreement
did not create a Southern Compact. Still,
Kohl vowed yesterday to protest the deal by
filibustering anything that hits the floor.
And Grams warned that he might force the
Senate clerk to read the entire budget bill
aloud, which could take days.

“We have the government picking winners
and losers, and that’s wrong,” Grams said.
“It’s the whole country ganging up on the
Midwest.”

The Agriculture Department proposals,
while somewhat more market-oriented that
the current system, would have maintained
the government’s guarantee of a minimum
milk price in all regions. But according to
Christopher Galen, spokesman for the Na-
tional Milk Producers Federation, they
would have cost dairy farmers across the
country about $200 million a year, at a time
when prices have dropped precipitously after
several good years.

“We know people are upset in the Midwest,
but we think this deal would create a rising
tide that will lift almost all dairy farmers,”
said Galen, whose organization took no posi-
tion on the compacts.

I also want to note that this bill is
replete with gimmicks. This bill walks
away from the majority party commit-
ment to stick to the budget caps; it
walks away from their ‘‘let-us-pre-
tend” argument that they are saving
Social Security; it hides $45 billion in
budgetary sleight of hand.

We have in this bill, first of all, in
spending that is not counted by Con-
gress, $17 billion, $17 billion. We then
have in so-called emergency spending,
which is another way of avoiding the
spending caps, we have over $11 billion
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in outlays; again, spending that is hid-
den in terms of whether or not it is
going to be counted against the so-
called budget limits that my Repub-
lican colleagues promised to live by in
their own budget resolution.

Then we have what is called ‘‘delayed
outlays.” What this really means is
that we legally delay spending until
the final days of the fiscal year, so it is
not counted this year, but it is still
spent. That accounts for $4.2 billion.
Then we have what is called ‘“‘advance
appropriations,” spending that ille-
gally counts spending against last
year, even though it is available for
this year, and that comes in at $2.4 bil-
lion. Then we have other gimmicks
worth $9.9 billion. This from the new
centurions who came in this place 5
years ago promising that under the Re-
publican Party, things were going to be
different. They are different. They have
gotten worse.

So it seems to me, as | said earlier,
this would be laughable if it was not so
corrosive of the public’s ability to be-
lieve what we are doing.

LIST OF GIMMICKS IN APPROPRIATIONS BILLS

[in millions of dollars]

BA 0

Spending Not Counted By Congress

Directed CBO to reduce their spending estimates,
but actually spends Social Security:

AG—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of BA) ..

Cl—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of BA) ...

DOD—Directed outlay SCOMNG ......ocevvvveverererens

E & W—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of

BA)
FO—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of BA) ...
INT—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of BA) ..
L-HHS—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of

BA)
Directed outlay scoring (highway and transit
firewalls) —1341
TRANS—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of

BA)
TPO—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of BA)
VA HUD—Directed outlay scoring (1.14% of
BA) —820

DOD—Spectrum asset Sales .........cocwwwewwerrnens —2,600 —2,600

Subtotal —2,600 —17441

Declaration of emergencies for normal program
spending:

Declare Year 2000 Census an emergency — 4,476 —4,118
Defense emergency designations ... —7200  —5500
Declare part of Head Start an emer —1,700 —629
LIHEAP emergency declaration .. —1,100 —825
Refugees emergency declaration —427 —126
Forest Service Wildland Fire Manags — -3
Public health emergency declaration —584 —310

Subtotal —15577 —11511

FY 2000 Spending Counted Against 1999 or 2001

Legally delay spending until the final days of the
fiscal year so it is counted next year:

DOD—-Delay contractor payments ................... 0 —1,250
Labor HHS—Delayed Obligations $5.0 B in
BA delayed until 9/29/00 .........cc...cooruverrerens

VA medical care delay obligation of $900 M
FO—Delayed 0bligations ............ccccowwveereeunns
CJS—Delayed availability of balances in
Crime Victims Fund until after FY 2000 ...
Rescind section 8 housing funds ...................

—485
—1,300

Subtotal, delayed obligations .................... —1,785
Legally count spending against last fiscal year
even though it is available for FY 2000:
DOD—Advance Appropriations ..............c.......
Legally count spending against next fiscal year
even though it is available for FY 2000:
DOE—EIK Hills School Lands Fund .................
L-HHS—Increased advance funding for FY
2001 (total FY 2001 advances are $19 bil-
lion) —10,100
HUD—section 8 advance appropriation for FY
2001 (37% of program total)

—1800 —1,800

—36 —36

—532

—4,200 0

Subtotal —16,136 —2,368

Miscellaneous Special Accounting Gimmicks

Across the Board cut 0.38% .......c.ccovverernerrrrnnnninns —1,206
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LIST OF GIMMICKS IN APPROPRIATIONS BILLS—Continued

[in millions of dollars]

BA 0
Capture Federal Reserve SUPIUS .......occocererrverenns —3,752 —3,752
New Hires Data Base for student loan collectiol
(incl directed scoring) —878 —876
Slip military and civilian pay by one day —3,589

Labor HHS—HEATH loan recapture ..... -21

United Mine Workers Combined Benefit Fund .. —68 -39
L-HHS—Title XX, social services block grant, cut

below mandatory level .........cccoormervrererinennnns —608 —430
TRANS—Mandatory offsets (rescission of FAA con-

LU To Q111110114 RN -30 -10

Subtotal — 7479 —9,929

Grand total .......coooveevveeriierienieeesienns —43577  —45482

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
of the minority has expired.

The gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LINDER) has 30 seconds remaining.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. LINDER

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | offer an
amendment to the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. LINDER:

At the end of the first section of the reso-
lution add the following:

The conference report shall be debatable
for one hour equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Appropriations. The
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the conference report to final adop-
tion without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, at this
time | urge my colleagues to support
the rule and the amendment to the
rule, and | move the previous question
on the amendment and on the resolu-
tion.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | have a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Wisconsin will state it.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | am trying
to understand what the import of the
previous motion was. | understand that
this is the method which will gag us
and prevent any further motions being
offered in protest to the rule that is
brought before us. That is the effect of
the gentleman’s motion. It is, in fact, a
new gag order, which will prevent us
from doing anything except obediently
moving toward passage of the bill. | am
not going to contest it, but | think peo-
ple need to know what it is. It is an-
other symptom of how this House is
run.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
not a parliamentary inquiry. The gen-
tleman from Georgia managing the
rule is offering an amendment to the
rule.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the amendment and
on the resolution.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LINDER).

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution, as
amended.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 226, nays
204, not voting 4, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 608]

YEAS—226
Abercrombie Gillmor Pease
Aderholt Gilman Peterson (PA)
Archer Goodlatte Phelps
Armey Goodling Pickering
Bachus Goss Pickett
Baker Graham Pitts
Ballenger Granger Pombo
Barr Greenwood Porter
Barrett (NE) Hansen Portman
Bartlett Hastings (WA) Pryce (OH)
Barton Hayes Quinn
Bass Hayworth Radanovich
Bateman Hefley Regula
Bereuter Herger Reynolds
Biggert Hill (MT) Riley
Bilbray Hilleary Rogan
Bilirakis Hobson Rogers
Blagojevich Hoekstra Rohrabacher
Bliley Horn Ros-Lehtinen
Blunt Houghton Roukema
Boehlert Hulshof Royce
Boehner Hunter Ryun (KS)
Bonilla Hutchinson Salmon
Bono Hyde Sanford
Boucher Isakson Saxton
Brown (FL) Istook Scarborough
Bryant Jenkins Schaffer
Burr Johnson (CT) Sessions
Burton Johnson, Sam Shadegg
Buyer Jones (NC) Shaw
Callahan Kasich Shays
Calvert Kelly Sherwood
Camp King (NY) Shimkus
Campbell Kingston Shuster
Canady Klink Simpson
Cannon Knollenberg Sisisky
Castle Kolbe Skeen
Chabot Kuykendall Skelton
Chambliss LaHood Smith (MI)
Chenoweth-Hage Largent Smith (NJ)
Coble Latham Smith (TX)
Collins LaTourette Souder
Combest Lazio Spence
Cook Leach Stearns
Cooksey Lewis (CA) Stump
Cox Lewis (KY) Sununu
Cramer Linder Sweeney
Crane LoBiondo Talent
Cubin Lucas (OK) Tancredo
Cunningham McCollum Tauzin
Davis (VA) McCrery Taylor (NC)
Deal McHugh Terry
DelLay Mclnnis Thomas
DeMint MclIntosh Thornberry
Diaz-Balart McKeon Thune
Dicks McKinney Tiahrt
Doolittle Meek (FL) Toomey
Dreier Metcalf Traficant
Duncan Mica Upton
Dunn Miller (FL) Vitter
Ehlers Miller, Gary Walden
Ehrlich Moran (KS) Walsh
Emerson Morella Wamp
English Murtha Watkins
Everett Myrick Watts (OK)
Ewing Neal Weldon (FL)
Foley Nethercutt Weldon (PA)
Fossella Ney Weller
Fowler Northup Whitfield
Franks (NJ) Norwood Wicker
Frelinghuysen Ortiz Wilson
Gallegly Ose Wolf
Ganske Oxley Young (AK)
Gekas Packard Young (FL)
Gibbons Pastor
Gilchrest Paul

NAYS—204
Ackerman Baird Barrett (WI)
Allen Baldacci Becerra
Andrews Baldwin Bentsen
Baca Barcia Berkley
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Berman Hinojosa Olver
Berry Hoeffel Owens
Bishop Holden Pallone
Blumenauer Holt Pascrell
Bonior Hooley Payne
Borski Hostettler Pelosi
Boswell Hoyer Peterson (MN)
Boyd Inslee Petri
Brady (PA) Jackson (IL) Pomeroy
Brown (OH) Jackson-Lee Price (NC)
Capuano (TX) Rahall
Cardin Jefferson Ramstad
Carson John Rangel
Clay Johnson, E. B. Reyes
Clayton Jones (OH) Rivers
Clement Kanjorski Rodriguez
Clyburn Kaptur Roemer
Coburn Kennedy Rothman
Condit Kildee Roybal-Allard
Costello Kilpatrick Rush
Coyne Kind (WI) Ryan (WI)
Crowley Kleczka Sabo
Cummings Kucinich Sanchez
Danner LaFalce Sanders
Davis (FL) Lampson Sandlin
Davis (IL) Lantos Sawyer
DeFazio Larson Schakowsky
DeGette Lee Scott
Delahunt Levin Sensenbrenner
DelLauro Lewis (GA) Serrano
Deutsch Lipinski Sherman
Dickey Lofgren Shows
Dingell Lowey Slaughter
Dixon Lucas (KY) Smith (WA)
Doggett Luther Snyder
Dooley Maloney (CT) Spratt
Doyle Maloney (NY) Stabenow
Edwards Manzullo Stark
Engel Markey Stenholm
Eshoo Martinez Strickland
Etheridge Mascara Stupak
Evans Matsui Tanner
Farr McCarthy (MO) Tauscher
Fattah McCarthy (NY) Taylor (MS)
Filner McDermott Thompson (CA)
Fletcher McGovern Thompson (MS)
Forbes Mclintyre Thurman
Ford McNulty Tierney
Frank (MA) Meehan Towns
Frost Meeks (NY) Turner
Gejdenson Menendez Udall (CO)
Gephardt Millender- Udall (NM)
Gonzalez McDonald Velazquez
Goode Miller, George Vento
Gordon Minge Visclosky
Green (TX) Mink Waters
Green (WI) Moakley Watt (NC)
Gutierrez Mollohan Waxman
Gutknecht Moore Weiner
Hall (OH) Moran (VA) Weygand
Hall (TX) Nadler Wise
Hastings (FL) Napolitano Woolsey
Hill (IN) Nussle Wu
Hilliard Oberstar Wynn
Hinchey Obey
NOT VOTING—4
Brady (TX) Conyers
Capps Wexler
O 1543
Messrs. BONIOR, DICKEY, MATSUI,
FLETCHER, BALDACCI, HINCHEY,

WEYGAND, Ms. MALONEY of New
York and Mrs. McCARTHY of New
York changed their vote from ‘“‘yea’ to
“nay.”

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia changed his
vote from “‘nay”’ to ‘“‘yea.”

So the resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1598

Mr. COOK. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that my name be re-
moved as a cosponsor of H.R. 1598.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Utah?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman
Williams, one of his secretaries.

O 1545

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3194,
CONSOLIDATED APPROPRIA-
TIONS AND DISTRICT OF COLUM-
BIA APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to House Resolution 386, I call
up the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 3194) making appropriations for
the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable
in whole or in part against revenues of
said District for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other pur-
poses, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). Pursuant to the rule, the con-
ference report is considered as having
been read.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
November 17, 1999, Part I1.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. YOUNG) and
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the conference report to ac-
company H.R. 3194, and that | may in-
clude tabular and extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as | may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, we are coming to the
successful conclusion of a long road to-
ward completion of our fiscal respon-
sibilities. | thank my friend and col-
league from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) for
calling for order in the House. | want
to say ‘“‘thank you” to him for the
many, many long hours and long days
we have spent together during this
process as the House concluded its
work on 13 separate appropriations
bills.

Mr. Speaker, the bills that are in-
cluded in this conference report today,
all of these bills, have gone before the
House in one form or another. They
have also gone before the House as part
of a conference report. Most of those
bills have not even been changed to
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any great extent from their previous
forms.

The District of Columbia bill, which
is the main vehicle for this conference
report, has only one minor change that
was acceptable to all parties involved.
The bill on Foreign Operations is basi-
cally the same as passed the House, ex-
cept for a minor change that was
agreed to by all the parties. As for the
other three bills remaining, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA), the
distinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Interior Appropriations,
will make some comments on that as
we go through the debate.

The chairman of the Subcommittee
on Labor, Health and Human Services,
and Education Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. PORTER), will
have some comments on that portion
of the bill. And the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice,
State and Judiciary Appropriations,
the gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
ROGERS), will have some comments on
that bill.

During the various discussions that
have led up to the point where we are
about to conclude consideration of our
appropriations responsibilities, one of
the complaints has been the size of the
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bill. And it is true that a number of
nonappropriations issues have been
added by virtue of reference to their
bill number. But the fact is that the
administration, the President’s team,
was here until nearly 3 o’clock this
morning reading all of those pages, and
they did read them all and gave us a
sign-off to go ahead and file the bill.
Not that we needed that, but it was a
courtesy that we extended to the ad-
ministration.

Mr. Speaker, of course, the staff rep-
resentatives of the majority leadership
and the minority leadership had access
not only to this process last night and
early this morning, but there has been
ample opportunity for those who want-
ed to read the agreement and spend the
hours late last night and early this
morning to do so. They had that oppor-
tunity.

We have spent a considerable amount
of time, long days and long nights, in
negotiation with the representatives of
the President. The gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY) and | have spent
a lot of time together in that room
where we did the negotiating. But it is
important to note, Members ought to
know this, the negotiations were basi-
cally managed by the leadership of the

H12757

subcommittees involved. This was not
done at some high level with someone
who was not involved in the day-to-day
activities relative to these bills.

So, this is a real product of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and the ap-
propriations process. | can give at least
237 reasons to vote against this bill.
But also | could give hundreds of rea-
sons why this is a good bill. Through-
out the debate we will do that, Mr.
Speaker. | hope that we can get a good
bipartisan vote for a good bipartisan
bill that is even agreed to by the ad-
ministration.

Mr. Speaker, | would ask that all of
our colleagues on our side of the aisle
show the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) the courtesy of listening to
what he has to say. There are some
very strong differences here, and |
would hope that the House would re-
main in order so that we could all hear
what each of our speakers has to say.

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the
RECORD | would like to insert tables
showing the details of the District of
Columbia Appropriations, Foreign Op-
eration, Export Financing, and Related
Programs Appropriations, and Mis-
cellaneous Appropriations.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 H.R. 3194
Enacted Request H.R. 2587 H.R. 3064 H.R. 3194 vs. enacted
FEDERAL FUNDS
District of Columbia Resident Tuition Support 17,000 17,000 17,000 +17,000
Incentives for Adoption of Foster Children 5,000 5,000 5,000 +5,000
Citizens Complaint Review Board 500 500 500 +500
Federal Payment for Human Service: 250 250 250 +250
Metrorail improvements and expansion 25,000 -25,000
Federal payment for management reform 25,000 -25,000
Federal payment for Boys Town U.S.A 7,100 -7,100
Nation’s Capital Infrastructure Fund 18,778 -18,778
Environmental Study and Related Activities at Lorton Correctional Complex.. 7,000 -7,000
Federal payment to the District of Columbia corrections trustee operations... 184,800 176,000 176,000 176,000 176,000 -8,800
Federal payment to the District of Columbia Courts 128,000 137,440 99,714 99,714 99,714 -28,286
Defender Services in D.C. Courts 33,336 33,336 33,336 +33,336
Federal payment to the Court Services and Offender Supervision Agency
of the District of Columbia 59,400 80,300 93,800 93,800 93,800 +34,400
Federal payment for Children’s Nationai Medical Center...........cccoeverinierenienn 1,000 e 2,500 2,500 2,500 +1,500
Federal payment for Metropolitan Police Department..........o.ocivvviviennnnenncnns 1,200 i 1,000 1,000 1,000 -200
Federal payment to General Services Administration - Lorton Correctional
Compiex 6,700 +6,700
Federal payment for Fire Department 3,240 -3,240
Federal payment to the Georgetown Waterfront Park Fund.............ccveeeeenes 1,000 -1,000
Reappropriation (sec. 176) 1,000 +1,000
Federal payment to Historical Society for City Museum..............ccocooeeneies 2,000 -2,000
Federal payment for a National Museum of American Music and Downtown
Revitalization 700 -700
United States Park Police 8,500 -8,500
Federal payment for waterfront improvements 3,000 -3,000
Federal payment for mentoring service: 200 -200
Federal payment for hotline services 50 -50
Federal payment for public charter schools 15,622 -15,622
Medicare Coordinated Care Demonstration Project 3,000 -3,000
National Revitalization Financing:
Economic Development 25,000 -25,000
Special Education, 30,000 -30,000
Year 2000 Information Technology 20,000 -20,000
Infrastructure and Economic Development 50,000 -50,000
Y2K conversion emergency funding (courts) 2,249 -2,249
Y2K conversion (emergency funding) 61,800 -61,800
Total, Federal funds to the District of Columbia ........c.c.ccoeoniinncninnencrinnens 683,639 393,740 429,100 429,100 436,800 -246,839
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS
Operating Expenses
Governmental direction and support (164,144) (174,667) (167,356) (167,356} (167,356) {+3,212)
Economic development and regulation (158,039) (190,335) (190,335} (190,335) (190,335) {+31,296)
Public safety and justice (755,786) (778,670) (778,770) (778,770) (778,770) {+22,984)
Public education system (788,956) (850,411) (867,411) (867,411) (867,411) {+78,455)
Hurman support services (1,514,751} (1,525,996) (1,526,361) (1,526,111) (1,526,361) {+11,610)
Public works (266,912) (271,395) (271,395) (271,395) (271,385) (+4,483)
Receivership Program: (318,979) (337,077) (342,077) (342,077) (342,077) (+23,098)
Workforce Investments (8,500) (8,500) (8,500) {8,500) {+8,500)
Buyouts and Management Reforms (18,000} (18,000} (18,000) (+18,000)
R {150,000) (150,000} (150,000) {150,000} (+150,000)
District of Columbia Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance
Authority. (7,840) (3,140) (3,140) (3,140} (3,140) (-4,700)
Financing and other (384,948)
Washington Convention Center Transfer Payment ..........cciivinnnn. (5,400} (-5,400)
Repayment of Loans and Interest (382,170} {328,417) (328,417) (328,417) (-53,753)
Repayment of General Fund Recovery Debt (38,453) {38,288} (38,286} (38,2886) (-167)
Payment of Interest on Short-Term Borrowing (11,000} {9,000} {9,000) (8,000) {-2,000}
Certificates of Participation (7,926) . (7,950} {7,950) (7,950) {+24)
Human development (6,674) (-6,674)
Optical and Dental insurance payments (1,295) (1,295) {1,295) (+1,295)
Productivity Bank {20,000) {20,000) (18,000) (+18,000)
Productivity Saving: (-20,000) {-20,000) (-18,000) {-18,000}
Procurement and Management Savings. (-10,000) (-21,457) {-21,457} (-21,457) (-21,457) {-11,457)
Total, operating expenses, general fund (4,418,030) {4,653,682) (4,686,836) (4,686,836) {4,686,836) (+268,808)
Enlerprise Funds
Water and Sewer Authority and the Washington Aqueduct ... (273,314) (279,608) (279,608} (279,608) {279,608} (+6,294)
Lottery and Charitable Games Control Board (225,200} (234,400) {234,400) (234,400) {234,400) (+9,200)
Office of Cable Television (2,108) (-2,108)
Public Service Commission (5,026} (-5,026}
Office of People’s Counsel (2,501} {(-2,501)
Office of Insurance and Securities Regulation (7,001) (-7,001)
Office of Banking and Financial Institutions {640) (-640)
Sports and Entertainment Commission (8,751) (10,846) (10,848) (10,846) (10,846) {+2,005)

Public Benefit Corporation {66,764) (89,008} {89,008) (89,008) {89,008) (+22,244)
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000 — continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 H.R. 3194

Enacted Request H.R. 2587 H.R. 30864 H.R. 3194 vs. enacted

D.C. Retirement Board (18,202) (9,892) (9,892) (9,892) (9,892) (-8,310)

Correctional Industries Fund (3,332) {1,810} {1,810) {1,810) (1,810) {-1,522)

Washington Convention Center (48,139) (50,226 (50,226) (50,226) (50,226) (+2,087)

Total, Enterprise Funds (660,978) (675,790) (675,790) (675,790 (675,790) (+14,812)

Total, operating expenses (5,079,008) (5,329,472) (5,362,626) (5,362,626) (5,362,626} (+283,618)

Capital Outlay

General fund (1,711,161) (1,218,638) (1,218,638) (1,218,638) (1,218,638) (-492,523)

Water and Sewer Fund (197,169) (197,169) (197,169) (197,169) (+197,169)

Total, Capital Outlay (1,711,161) (1,415,807) (1,415,807) {1,415,807) {1,415,807) (-295,354)

Total, District of Columbia funds {6,790,169) (6,745,279) (6,778,433 6,778,433) (6,778,433) (-11,736)
Total:

Federal Funds to the District of Columbia 683,639 393,740 429,100 429,100 436,800 -246,839

District of Columbia funds {6,790,169) (6,745,278) (6,778,433) (6,778,433) (6,778,433) (-11,736)
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FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING, AND RELATED PROGRAMS
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1998 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TITLE | - EXPORT AND INVESTMENT ASSISTANCE
EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE UNITED STATES
Subsidy appropriation 765,000 839,000 759,000 785,000 759,000 -6,000
En.ergency funding (by transfer) (10,000) {-10,000)
(Direct foan authorization) (1,333,000} (1,687,000) {1,350,000) {1,333,000) (1,350,000} {+17,000)
(Guaranteed loan authorization) (12,702,000) (13,825,000) {10,400,000) {10,500,000) {10,400,000) (-2,302,000)
Administrative expense: 50,000 57,000 55,000 55,000 55,000 +5,000
Y2K conversion {(emergency funding) 400 -400
Negative subsidy -25,000 -15,000 -15,000 -15,000 -15,000 +10,000
Total, Export-Import Bank of the United States 790,400 881,000 799,000 825,000 799,000 +8,600
OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION
Noncredit account:
Administrative expense: 32,500 35,000 35,000 31,500 35,000 +2,500
Y2K conversion (emergency funding) 840 -840
Insurance fees and other offsetting collections -260,000 -303,000 -303,000 -303,000 -303,000 -43,000
Direct loans:
Loan subsidy 4,000 14,000 10,500 14,000 14,000 +10,000
{Loan authorization} (136,000) (130,000} (85,000) {100,000) (130,000) {-6,000)
Guaranteed loans:
Loan subsidy 46,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 -36,000
{Loan authorization) (1,750,000) (1,000,000 (850,000) {1,000,000) (1,000,000) (-750,000)
Y2K conversion {emergency funding) 1,260 -1,260
Total, Overseas Private Investment Corporation ..........ieienneenneesnenenns -175,400 -244,000 -247,500 -247,500 -244,000 -68,600
TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT AGENCY
Trade and development agency 44,000 48,000 44,000 43,000 44,000 ..o
Total, title |, Export and investment istance 659,000 685,000 595,500 620,500 599,000 -60,000
(Loan authorizations) (15,921,000) (16,642,000) (12,685,000) (12,933,000) {12,880,000) {-3,041,000)
TITLE Il - BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
Agency for International Development
Child survivat and disease programs fund 650,000 600,000 685,000  ..iccerrercecicenenen 715,000 +65,000
UNICEF {105,000) (110,000) (+110,000)
Emergency funding 50,000 -50,000
Development assistance 1,225,000 770,440 1,201,000 1,928,500 1,228,000 +3,000
Transfer out - UNICEF (-105,000)
Central America and the Caribbean Emergency Disaster Recovery
Fund (Emergency Funding) 621,000 -621,000
Emergency funding (transfer out) {-17,000) (+17,000)
Development Fund for Africa 512,560
International di istance 200,000 220,000 200,880 175,000 202,880 +2,880
Emergency funding 188,000 -188,000
Micro & Small Enterprise Development program account:
Subsidy appropriation 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 e
(Direct loan authorization) {1,000) (-1,000)
{Guaranteed loan authorization) {40,000) (30,000) (30,000} {40,000} {30,000) {-10,000)
Administrative exper 500 500 500 500 500 i
Urban and environmental credit program account:
Subsidy appropriation (Title VI Funding) 1,500 3,000 1,500 1,500
(Guaranteed loan authorization) {14,000) (26,000) (14,000) {14,000)
Administrative expenses 5,000 5,000 4,000 5,000
Development credit authority program account:
(By transfer) (15,000) ... (7,500) {3,000 {+3,000)
(Guaranteed loan authorization) (200,000) (40,000) (+40,000)
Subtotal, development istance 2,842,500 2,113,000 2,083,880 2,111,000 2,154,380 -788,120
Payment to the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability Fund... 44,552 43,837 43,837 43,837 43,837 -715
Operating expenses of the Agency for International Development - 479,950 522,739 479,950 485,000 520,000 +40,050
Emergency funding (by transfer) (8,000) (-8,000)
Y2K conversion (emergency funding) 10,200 -10,200
Cperating expenses of the Agency for international Development
Office of Inspector General 30,750 25,261 25,000 25,000 25,000 -5,750
Emergency funding (by transfer) {1,500) {-1,500)

Total, Agency for International Development 3,507,952 2,704,837 2,642,667 2,674,837 2,743,217 764,735
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FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING, AND RELATED PROGRAMS
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000 — continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
Other Bilateral Economic Assistance
Economic support fund 2,362,000 2,543,000 2,227,000 2,195,000 2,345,500 -16,500
Emergency funding 211,500 450,000 +238,500
Emergency funding {transfer out) (-3,770} (+3,770)
International Fund for Ireland 19,600  .ooeeeeeeecreeensaes 19,600 i 19,600  .ocoveenreecreeecrnannes
Assistance for Eastern Europe and the Baltic States.. 430,000 393,000 383,000 535,000 535,000 + 105,000
Emergency funding 120,000 -120,000
Assistance for the Independent States of the former Soviet Union................... 801,000 1,032,000 725,000 780,000 839,000 +38,000
Emergency funding 46,000 -46,000
Total, Other Bilateral Economic Assistance 3,980,100 3,968,000 3,364,600 3,510,000 4,189,100 + 189,000
INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
inter-American Foundation
Appropriation 22,300
(By transfer) (20,000) .uvivurrerereeenneeeens (5,000) (18,000) (5,000) (-15,000)
Total (20,000} (22,300} {5,000) {18,000} (5,000} {-15,000)
African Development Foundation
Appropriation 14,400
(By transfer) (11,000)  oovrrmrmamreennaennes {14,400) (12,500} (14,400} {+3,400)
Y2K conversion (emergency funding) 137 -137
Total (11,137) (14,400) (14,400) (12,500) (14,400) (+3,263)
Peace Corps
Appropriation 240,000 270,000 240,000 220,000 245,000 +5,000
Emergency funding (by transfer) (1,769) (-1,769)
Department of State
International narcotics control and law enforcement...........coveeeeevnennnssnencnnens 261,000 295,000 285,000 215,000 305,000 +44,000
Emergency funding 255,600 -255,600
Migration and refugee i ce 640,000 660,000 640,000 610,000 625,000 -15,000
Emergency funding 266,000 -266,000
United States Emergency Refugee and Migration Assistance Fund................ 30,000 30,000 30,000 20,000 12,500 -17,500
Emergency funding 165,000 -165,000
Nonproliferation, anti-terrorism, demining and related programs.................... 198,000 231,000 181,630 175,000 216,600 +18,600
Emergency funding 20,000 -20,000
Nationali Commission on Terrorism. 840 -840
U.S. Commission on International Religious Freedom ...........ooceeeriincssnnes 3,000 -3,000
Total, Department of State. 1,839,440 1,216,000 1,136,630 1,020,000 1,159,100 -680,340
Department of the Treasury
International affairs technical istance 3,000 8,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 -1,500
Debt restructuring 33,000 370,000 33,000 43,000 123,000 +90,000
Emergency funding 41,000 -41,000
United States community adjustment and investment
program (Title VI Funding) 10,000 17,000 10,000
Subtotal, Department of the Treasury 87,000 395,500 34,500 44,500 134,500 +47,500
Total, titie |i, Bilateral economic istance 9,664,629 8,691,037 7,418,397 7,469,337 8,470,917 -1,183,712
Appropriations (7,675,192) (8,591,037) (7,418,397} (7,469,337) (8,020,917) {+345,725)
Emergency funding {1,894,437) {450,000) {-1,544,437)
Rescission {-5,000) {+5,000)
(By transfer) (10,230) (15,000) {19,400} (38,000 (22,400) (+12,170)
(By transfer) (emergency appropriations) (11,269) (-11,269)

(Loan authorizations) (55,000) (256,000} (30,000} (54,000} (84,000) (+29,000)
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FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING, AND RELATED PROGRAMS
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000 — continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1998 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TITLE ¥l - MILITARY ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
International Military Education and Training 50,000 52,000 45,000 50,000 1510 X0 To. o I
Foreign Military Financing Program:

Grants 3,330,000 3,780,000 3,470,000 3,410,000 3,420,000 +90,000
{Limitation on admini: ive expenses) {29,910) {30,000) (30,495) (30,000) (30,495) {+585)
Direct loans:

Subsidy appropriation 20,000 -20,000
{Loan authorization) (167,000) {-167,000)
FMF program level (3,497,000) (3,780,000 (3,470,000) (3,410,000) (3,420,000) {77,000}
Total, Foreign Military Financing 3,350,000 3,780,000 3,470,000 3,410,000 3,420,000 +70,000
Emergency Funding (Title Vi) 50,000 1,375,000 +1,325,000
Special Defense Acquisition Fund:
Offsetting collections -19,000 -6,000 -6,000 -6,000 -6,000 +13,000
Py ping operations 78,500 130,000 78,500 80,000 153,000 +76,500
Total, title lll, Military assistance 3,507,500 3,956,000 3,585,500 3,534,000 4,992,000 +1,484,500
(Limitation on administrative expenses) (29,910) (30,000) (30,495) (30,000) (30,495) (+585)
{Loan authorization) (167,000) (-167,000}
TITLE IV - MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
International Financial Institutions
World Bank Group
Contribution to the internationat Bank for Reconstruction and Development:
Global Environment Facility 192,500 143,333 50,000 25,000 35,800 -156,700
Rescission -25,000 +25,000
Subtotal, Global Environment Facility 167,500 143,333 50,000 25,000 35,800 -131,700
Contribution to the International Development Association .........cccveevvivecnns 800,000 803,430 568,600 776,600 775,000 -25,000
Titie VI Funding
Contribution to Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency 10,000 10,000 4,000 +4,000
{Limitation on callable capital subscriptions) {50,000) {60,000) (20,000} (+20,000)
Total, World Bank Group 967,500 956,763 618,600 811,600 814,800 -152,700
Contribution to the Inter-American Development Bank:
Paid-in capital 25,611 25,611 25,611 25,611 25,611
(Limitation on callable capital subscriptions) (1,503,718} (1,503,718} (1,503,718} (1,503,718} (1,503,719) .. .
Fund for special operation: 21,152 -21,152
Contribution to the inter-American Investment
Corporation (Title VI Funding) 25,000 16,000 +16,000
Contribution to the Enterprise for the Americas Muttilateral
Investment Fund 50,000 28,500 -50,000
Total, contribution 1o the Inter-American Development Bank............c.c.... 96,763 79,111 25,611 25,611 41,611 -65,152
Contribution to the Asian Development Bank:
Paid-in capital 13,222 13,728 13,728 13,728 13,728 +5086
{Limitation on callable capital subscriptions) (647,858) (672,745) (672,745) (672,745) (672,745) (+24,887)
Contribution to the Asian Development Fund 210,000 177,017 100,000 50,000 77,000 -133,000
Total, contribution to the Asian Development Bank ...........ccccieveniiecns 223,222 190,745 113,728 63,728 90,728 -132,494
Contribution to the African Development Bank:
Paid-in capital (Titie VI Funding) 5100 e 5,100 4,100 +4,100
{Limitation on callable capital subscriptions) {80,000) {64,000} {+64,000)
Contribution to the African Development Fund 128,000 127,000 108,000 .o 128,000 .o
Contribution to the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development:
Paid-in capital 35,779 35,779 35,779 35,779 35,779
(Limitation on callable capital subscriptions) (123,238) {123,238) (123,238) (123,238) {123,238)
Total, International Financial Institutions 1,451,264 1,384,498 801,718 941,818 1,115,018 -336,246

{Limitation on callable capital subscript) (2,274,815) (2,428,702) {2,289,702) (2,349,702) (2,383,702) (+108,887)
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FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT FINANCING, AND RELATED PROGRAMS
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000 — continued

(Amounts in thousands)

H12763

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
International Organizations and Programs

Appropriation 187,000 293,000 167,000 170,000 183,000 -4,000
(By transfer) (2,500} (2,500) (2,500) (2,500) (2,800) oot
Total, title [V, Multilateral economic assistance 1,638,264 1,687,498 1,068,718 1,111,818 1,298,018 -340,246
Appropriations (1,663,264) (1,687,498) {1,068,718) 1,111,818} (1,298,018) (-365,248)

ission (-25,000) (+25,000)

(By transfer) (2,500) (2,500) (2,500) (2,500) [L-R=0 o) O
{Limitation on callable capital subscript) (2,274,815) (2,429,702 (2,299,702) (2,349,702) (2,383,702) (+108,887)

TITLE VI
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
international Monetary Programs
Loans to International Monetary Fund 3,361,000 -3,361,000
United States Quota, International Monetary Fund ........cccuveeveniinineinnaees 14,500,000 -14,500,000
Total, international Monetary Program 17,861,000 -17,861,000
Grand total 33,330,393 14,919,535 12,668,115 12,735,655 15,359,935 -17,970,458
Appropriations (31,313,456) (14,919,535) (12,668,115) (12,735,655) (13,534,935) (-17,778,521)
Emergency appropriations (2,046,937} (1,825,000} (-221,937)
ission (-30,000} (+30,000)
(By transfer) (12,730) (17,500) {21,900) (40,500) (24,900) (+12,170)
(By transfer) (emergency appropriations) (21,269) (-21,269)
(Limitation on administrative expenses) (29,910} {30,000) (30,495) {30,000) (30,495) (+585)
{Limitation on callable capital subscript) (2,274,815) (2,429,702) (2,299,702) (2,349,702) (2,383,702) (+108,887)
{Loan authorizations) {16,143,000) {16,898,000) (12,715,000) {12,987,000) (12,964,000) (-3,179,000)
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET RECAP

Total mandatory and discretionary 31,246,456 14,919,535 12,668,115 12,735,655 13,534,935 -17,711,521
Mandatory 44,552 43,837 43,837 43,837 43,837 -715
31,201,904 14,875,698 12,624,278 12,691,818 13,491,098 -17,710,806

Di ionary
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MISCELLANEOUS APPROPRIATIONS (H.R.3425)
(Amounts in thousands)

November 18, 1999

Conference

TITLE { - EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL APPROPRIATIONS
CHAPTER 1
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Farm Service Agency:
Agricuftural Credit Insurance Fund Program Account:
Loan authorizations:
Farm ownership joans:
Direct
Guaranteed

Subtotal

Farm operating loans:
Direct
Guaranteed unsubsidized
Guaranteed subsidized

Subtotal

Emergency di loans,
y

Total, Loan authorizations

Loan subsidies:
Farm ownership loans:
Direct {contingent emergency appropriations)
Guaranteed (contingent emergency appropriations)

Subtotat

Farm operating loans:
Direct (contingent emergency appropriations)
Guaranteed unsubsidized (contingent emergency appropriations)
Guaranteed subsidized (contingent emergency appropriations)

Subtotal

Emergency disaster loans (contingent emergency appropriations)

Total, Agricultural Credit insurance Fund Program Account

Emergency conservation program {contingent emergency appropriations)

Total, Farm Service Agency

Commodity Credit Corporation Fund:
Crop loss assistance (contingent emergency appropriations)
Specialty crop assistance (contingent emergency appropriations)
Livestock assistance {contingent emergency appropriations)

Total, Commedity Credit Corporation Fund

Natural Resources Conservation Service:
Watershed and flood prevention operations {contingent emergency approprations).........eeeiesrecnsssissncnne

Rural Housing Service:

Rural Housing Insurance Fund Program Account:
Loan authorizations:

Single family (sec. 502)

Housing repair {sec. 504)

Farm labor (sec. 514)

Subtotal

Loan subsidies:
Single family (sec. 502) (contingent emergency appropriations)
Housing repair (sec. 504) (contingent emergency appropriations)
Farm labor (sec. 514} (contingent emergency appropriations)

Total, Rurat Housing Insurance Fund Program Account

Rural housing assistance grants {contingent emergency appropriations)

Total, Rural Housing Service.

General Provisions
Noninsured crop disaster assistance program (contingent emergency appropriations) {sec. 101) ........ccciueninnns
Total, title I:

New budget {obligational) authority
({Loan authorization)

(21,951)
(568,627)

(590,578)

(400,000)
(302,158)
(702,558)

(1,404,716)
(547,000)

(2,542,294)

828
3,184

4,012

23,441
4,260
61,885

89,506
84,949

178,557

50,000

228,557

186,000
2,800
10,000

198,800

80,000

(50,000
{15,000)
(5,000)

(70,000)

4,265
4,584
2,280

11,089

14,500

25,589

20,000

552,956
(2,612,294)
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MISCELLANEQUS APPROPRIATIONS (H.R.3425) — continued

(Amounts in thousands)
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Conference

TITLE 1l - OTHER APPROFPRIATIONS MATTERS

Department of Agriculture:
Citrus canker/tree replacement (sec. 204)

Crop insurance pilot programs (sec. 205)

Harney County losses (sec. 207)

Tillamook Railroad disaster repairs (sec. 208)

Department of Defense:

Operation and Maintenance, Army: Army readiness enhancements (sec. 218)

Operation and Maintenance, Defense-wide: Washington Square project (by transfer) {sec. 219) ....................

Department of the Interior:

United States Fish and Wildlife Service: Land and water conservation fund (sec. 222) ............coceniicnniane

Legisiative Branch:
Payments to Widows and Heirs of Deceased Members of Congress: Gratuities, deceased Members
(sec. 223)

Department of Transportation:
Federal Transit Administration: Capital investment grants (Highway Trust Fund, Mass Transit Account):

Buses and bus-related facilities (sec. 225)
Federal Railroad Administration: Pennsylvania Station redevelopment project (advance appropriations)

(sec. 232}

General Services Administration:

Extension of no-cost land conveyances {(sec. 233)

Executive Office of the President:
Cffice of National Drug Control Policy (sec. 237)

Department of the Treasury:
United States Secret Service: Salaries and expenses {sec. 240)

(By transfer) (sec. 240)

Total, title II:
New budget (obligational) authority

16,000
1,000
1,090
5,000

100,000
{500)

1,250

137

6,000

60,000

2,000

3,000

10,000
{21,000)

Appropriations

Advance appropriations
(By transfer)

(Loan authorization)

Grand total, all titles:

205,477
(145,477)
(60,000)
(21,500)
(2,612,294)

New budget (obligaticnal) authority
Appropriation:

Contingent emergency appropriation:

Advance appropriations

(By transfer)

(Loan authorization)

758,433
(145,477)
(552,956)

(60,000)
(21,500)
(2,612,204)
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Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT),
the honorable minority leader.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, | want
to thank the Members of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations on both sides
of the aisle for tremendous long hours
and hard work. I want to thank all of
the Members of the President’s staff
for the work that they did in trying to
bring this to a successful conclusion.

Mr. Speaker, this has been an imper-
fect process, and this is an imperfect
bill. But on balance, it has more to rec-
ommend it than not, and | will support
its final passage. Procedurally, this bill
repeats many of the same mistakes
that were made last fall by the leader-
ship. Despite the promises of the
Speaker last January, once again we
have a bill that was not done on time
and was not done in regular order. We
have an omnibus bill that reflects a
“kitchen sink’ approach to governing
and, once again, Members did not have
adequate time to read the bill to under-
stand all of its provisions.

On the substance of the bill, I am dis-
appointed over the family planning
provision that was contained and at-
tached to the U.N. funding. | do not
think it is the right thing to do. And |
am upset that we failed to include a
hate crimes provision in this bill, and |
think we had a chance to do that.

But on balance, this budget is an
overall victory for our priorities. The
President and Democrats in Congress
hung together in support of an agree-
ment that has made a real commit-
ment to the priorities that we feel are
critical to the continued health and
well-being of America’s families. Once
again, as we did lasted fall in our nego-
tiations with Speaker Gingrich, we
snatched a modest victory out of a mis-
guided Republican budget process that
cared more about providing a tax cut
for the wealthy and corporate special
interests than about doing the right
thing for average Americans.

We achieved a big win for our efforts
to educate our children for the chal-
lenges of the next century. This bill
contains funding for 100,000 new, quali-
fied teachers to reduce class size and
increase discipline and accountability
in America’s classrooms. | am very
happy that that priority has been rec-
ognized in this budget.

It makes a strong commitment to
after-school programs to keep kids off
the street and in safe and productive
environments until they go home. And
it advances us substantially on our
goal towards getting 1 million children
included in Head Start finally in this
country, and | am very happy that that
priority has been advanced.

We achieved a big win in the effort to
fight crime. This budget will allow
local police departments to hire an ad-
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ditional 50,000 officers over and above
the 100,000 that have already been hired
to continue our progress in making our
neighborhoods safe.

Mr. Speaker, we achieved a big win
for the environment by stripping out
the most extreme Republican anti-en-
vironmental provisions that were
sneaked into the back door of this
budget.

But for all we have accomplished in
this bill, this Congress has this year
failed the American people. Despite the
progress we made in the last several
weeks on behalf of these priorities, we
have not done enough on the agenda of
the American people. And instead of
doing the people’s business, we squan-
dered at least 2 months debating a
failed trillion dollar tax cut for the
wealthy and special interests.

Despite the chest beating, the button
wearing and the commercial airing of
the Republicans, this Congress failed to
extend the life of Social Security by 1
day. We have done nothing to provide a
prescription drug benefit for seniors to
modernize Medicare to meet their cur-
rent needs. We failed to enact key bi-
partisan reform efforts, the Patients’
Bill of Rights, and the Shays-Meehan
campaign reform bill into law.

We dropped the ball, and we lost a
real opportunity to modernize our
health care system once and for all.
And we did not help low-income fami-
lies get a step up into the middle-class
with a minimum wage increase. We did
not strike a blow against violence in
our schools and our playgrounds by
passing common sense gun safety legis-
lation.

Our work, in short, is not finished. In
many ways, it has not even yet begun.
We intend to be back here in January
ready and prepared to fight for the pri-
orities and the agenda of the American
people. And | simply say to our friends
on the other side of the aisle, we have
achieved a certain level of agreement
here today on some important prior-
ities. | am glad for that, and | thank
them for their help in bringing that
about.

Mr. Speaker, in that same spirit of
can-do, | say to our friends in the Re-
publican Party today: let us continue
to work together next year. Let us get
a Patients’ Bill of Rights that really
gets the job done. Let us get campaign
reform. Let us get something done on
gun safety. Let us pass a minimum
wage increase. Let us get Medicare re-
form. Let us extend the solvency of So-
cial Security. Let us get a prescription
drug benefit for our senior citizens. If
we could do this, we can do that, and
the American people would be very
happy for it.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARMEY),
the majority leader.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YouNG) for yielding me this time. Let
me just say, Mr. Speaker, | believe this
is a very, very proud moment for this
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body. To think that we could in just
these few short years move ourselves
from where we had been in 1994, per-
petual debt as much as $250 billion a
year for as long as anybody could see
to the point where with this budget
deal we will consummate and finalize
forever an end to the raid on Social Se-
curity.

Beginning in 1998, fiscal year 1999,
and now with this budget agreement in
fiscal year 2000, we will have retired a
third of a trillion dollars’ worth of debt
for the American people. We will have
stopped the raid on Social Security for-
ever. We will have enforced this with
an across-the-board spending reduction
that acknowledges truly it is time now
to be disciplined to eliminate waste,
inefficiency, fraud in the use of the
taxpayers’ dollars. A new commitment
of good government in government.

O 1600

Then when we start looking at the
details, some of the things we did in
education to bring a real opportunity
for the schools that serve the children
better, and for those children in the
most desperate of economic cir-
cumstances in their families who find
themselves with the most desperate of
situations in their schools, to actually
have the opportunity now in this bill
for public school choice is a wonderful
new break, through reinforcing the
consistent pattern of this year of pro-
viding respect for local communities as
they manage their schools, providing
greater opportunity to use the re-
sources provided through the Federal
Government for better management,
better performance on the school on
behalf of the children. It is just an-
other good example of the good work
we have done.

So | say to our colleagues, we saw
the opportunity that was presented to
us to stop the raid and to write good
policy on education and defense and
any number of ways. We seized the op-
portunity, and we saw it through, and
today is the day.

Let us vote it through, and let us go
home and enjoy the results with our
schools, our communities, our families,
and our constituents.

I say to everyone congratulations,
and | thank all of my colleagues for
their long, hard work. I know we are
all tired at this time of the year, but
we all should have such a sense of
gratification. We did the right thing,
and we did it well.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BONIOR), the distinguished mi-
nority whip.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, | share
the views of the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT), my leader, with
respect to the process in which we have
been engaged. Seven weeks late on a
budget, and of course this budget is
minus many important issues that he
enumerated: Nothing for Social Secu-
rity solvency, nothing on Medicare re-
form, nothing on prescription drugs,
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nothing on Patients’ Bill of Rights,
nothing on the minimum wage.

We, indeed, have not done the peo-
ple’s work, and we have squandered a
good deal of our time debating a tax
bill that did not meet the approval of
the American public.

But the bill that we have before us
today does have some good features in
it. It is with that in mind that | rise in
support of it. It is a victory, first of all,
for our children because it provides
funding to hire and train 100,000 new
teachers and dramatically expand the
after-school program.

It is a budget victory, in a sense, for
public safety because it provides fund-
ing to hire and train 50,000 police offi-
cers to patrol our streets and neighbor-
hoods and keep our children safe in
school.

Third, this budget is a victory for the
environment because it increases fund-
ing to protect our clean water, to pre-
serve community parks and forests and
historic sites through the Lands Leg-
acy Program, and to fight the conges-
tion and pollution that threaten our
quality of life of our constituents.

The fourth issue that | would men-
tion here this afternoon is in the for-
eign policy area. This provides the re-
sources to move the Mideast peace
process forward, providing resources
for the lIsraelis, the Palestinians, and
the Jordanians. | think that moves on
successes that we have had in the past.

This year, Federal funding allows
schools in my congressional district
Macomb and St. Clair Counties in
Michigan to hire 60 new teachers. What
that has done is it has translated into
smaller classes, greater discipline,
more learning, higher academic per-
formance. This is an investment in our
future, and it is an investment that
will pay dividends in years to come.

This year’s budget also provides
funding to enable 675,000 students to
participate in the after-school program
where they can mentor with seniors
and other adults working in athletic
and crafts and the computer rooms and
the libraries and all the things that are
necessary to keep them safe in a safe
environment after school, to help them
mentor in a way in which they can
learn the respect of their elders and
work with their elders and learn the
skills of those who have gone before
them.

Programs like the Kids Klub in
Macomb and St. Clair Counties will di-
rectly benefit from this budget and will
help young people set off on the right
foot.

This budget will also help keep our
families safe through the hiring of
50,000 new police officers. As with the
teacher initiative, this builds on our
past successes.

Because of Federal funding, 85 extra
officers patrol in my district today.
That makes people safer in their homes
and their businesses, and serves as a
strong deterrent to would-be criminals.
It also makes our students strong in
their places of education.
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So, Mr. Speaker, let me just conclude
by saying that | am very pleased that
we Democrats were able to strip some
of these environmental riders from the
bill, protecting the environment, pro-
tecting the budget process itself. We
have done good things for education.
We have done good things to protect
our communities in terms of its safety
with the addition of the police officers.
We have done the responsible thing to
move peace forward in foreign lands.

So for these reasons, for our children,
for our communities, for our environ-
ment, for our international responsibil-
ities and obligations, | am voting yes
on this budget.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
| yield 3 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY),
the majority whip.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, | want to
congratulate the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. YouNg), the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations, on an
outstanding performance in bringing
this bill to the floor and finalizing the
budget process. This chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations and the
chairmen of the subcommittees have
done an outstanding job.

I rise in support of this bill, but more
importantly, | rise to set the record
straight. The Republican majority in
Congress has redefined the way that
budgets are crafted. In so doing, we
have set the Nation down the path to
fiscal responsibility.

When | ran for office the first time, |
ran because | found a situation where
we were running up the debt on my
children and my grandchildren and no
one wanting to pay down the debt; that
we had budgets that ran deficits as far
as the eye could see and no one trying
to balance the budget; that we had a
situation where we raised surpluses in
the Social Security Trust Fund so that
we could spend the money on big gov-
ernment programs.

I ran for office and never really
thought that | would be standing be-
fore my colleagues today very, very
proud of the work of this House over
the last 5 years. At this time, it is im-
portant for everyone to reflect on how
far we have come.

When Republicans took control 5
years ago, we pledged that we would
change the scope of government; and
we are delivering on that promise,
going down the line of issues that are
important in this country. The fact is
unavoidable that this Congress has
been an overwhelming success.

Even when people would like to re-
write recent history, this is the first
time in my 15-year career that we put
13 appropriations bills on the desk of
the President. He signed eight of them
and vetoed five because there was not
enough spending to suit him.

We negotiated each bill individually.
This is not an omnibus bill. Each bill
was negotiated individually, and each
authorizing bill that is in this package
has been voted on by this House.

We have rebuilt our military after
years of neglect. We took significant
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power over education away from the
Federal Government, returned it to the
States. We tried to cut waste by just
suggesting a 1 percent across-the-board
cut. Incredibly, the Democrats main-
tain that a measly 1 percent of waste
could not be found in the Federal Gov-
ernment. Well, even the President
eventually agreed with us. Now we
have an across-the-board spending cut.

We have stopped the raid on Social
Security. We have balanced the budget
for the second time in 50 years without
raising a dime of taxes to do it. We are
paying down the debt, $99 billion last
year. We will, next year, pay $130 bil-
lion down on our children’s debt.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is the last step
in a very successful budget season. We
have worked hard to balance the budg-
et and pay down the debt without rais-
ing taxes or raiding Social Security.
The hard work has paid off. Vote for
this bill.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. TAYLOR).

Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, | would like to encourage my
colleagues to vote against this. It is
not necessarily that it is an entirely
bad bill. But a year ago right now, all
of us went around our respective dis-
tricts and asked for the opportunity to
spend the people’s money wisely.

The problem that | have with this
bill is that, for the next 3 weeks, The
Washington Post, the Washington
Times, the New York Times are going
to be running a series of articles every
day of what was in this bill, and one is
not going to know it was there. But
one is going to have to tell one’s con-
stituents, well, gosh, | did not know
that money for a fleet buyout in Alas-
ka was there or for a wood lot in North
Carolina was there or for all the other
silly things.

I encourage my Republican col-
leagues to vote against it because
many of them ran against Goals 2000.
Yet, there is $491 million for Goals 2000
in here. Many of them said they were
against the Department of Commerce.
Well, it has got a $3.6 billion increase,
but they call it emergency because it
has got money for the census that ap-
parently no one knew was coming even
though the Constitution says we are
going to do it every 10 years.

But more than everything else, |
think my colleagues are playing a shell
game with the men and women of the
United States military. Everyone was
real proud a couple weeks ago when
they said we increased the defense
budget. Well, today, my colleagues are
cutting it back by $1 billion, $1 billion.

To make matters worse, those troops
who are already underpaid, who got a
minuscule pay raise just a few weeks
ago, my colleagues are now telling
them we are going to delay the time
they are paid. Now, for a Congressman,
we make pretty good money. Getting
paid a day or two later really should
not affect us. But when one is an E-1,
E-5, O-1, O-2, and one is just barely
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getting by, to move payday back, in
many instances, is the difference be-
tween them being able to buy diapers
for their kids or one can put food on
the table.

It is not right. We should not do it. If
it takes us waiting a couple more days
to do it right, then I encourage us to do
so.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2% minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA),
chairman of the Subcommittee on the
Interior.

(Mr. REGULA asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial.)

Mr. REGULA. Mr. Speaker, Webster
defines ‘“‘perfect”” as being without
fault or flawless. He defines ‘‘good’ as
being praiseworthy, useful, or bene-
ficial.

Well, the document before us is not
perfect under Webster’s definition. It
abundantly does fit Webster’s defini-
tion of good. It is praiseworthy. It is
useful. It is beneficial.

In the conference report, we have
modified a number of the riders. | be-
lieve many of my colleagues will be
pleased with our changes. Most impor-
tantly, they are fair. | am especially
pleased with this report as it continues
our commitment to the American peo-
ple in protecting the environment, in
providing for our national parks, for-
ests, wildlife refuges, and public lands,
as well as our cultural resources.

As the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BONIOR) said, this bill is a victory for
the environment. It is a bill that will
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provide pride in America’s heritage,
not only now, but far into the future. |
think it is something we all could take
pride in.

I urge each of my colleagues to sup-
port the bill.

Mr. Speaker, | yield to the gentle-
woman from ldaho (Mrs. CHENOWETH-
HAGE) for a colloquy.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Mr.
Speaker, | would like to ask the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA), chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Interior,
to clarify some matters concerning the
President’s so-called American Herit-
age Rivers initiative that concerns the
Interior and related agencies portion of
the appropriations act.

Is it the understanding of the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA) that
there is nothing in his bill that author-
izes the American Heritage Rivers ini-
tiative?

Mr. REGULA. Yes, Mr. Speaker, |
would like to clarify that matter.
There is no language whatsoever in the
Interior portion that provides an au-
thorization for the American Heritage
Rivers initiative.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Mr.
Speaker, in addition, is it true that
there is no separate appropriation for
the American Heritage Rivers initia-
tive in the Interior portion of the bill?

Mr. REGULA. Yes, Mr. Speaker, it is
true there is no appropriation for the
American Heritage Rivers initiative in
the appropriations act.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Mr.
Speaker, it is clear that there is no ap-
propriations, nor authorization, but on
their insistence on spending money on
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this unauthorized and unappropriated
initiative, how have you instructed the
Forest Service managers in this?

0O 1615

Mr. REGULA. There is no such au-
thorization or appropriation, Mr.
Speaker. The statement of the man-
agers provides a limitation on spending
for the Forest Service for purposes re-
lated to designated American Heritage
Rivers.

This is not an appropriation, but pro-
vides the maximum that may be spent.
It is language of limitation on what
can be spent from existing funds.

Mr. Speaker, Webster defines “perfect” as
being without fault, or flawless. He defines
“good” as praiseworthy, useful or beneficial.
While the document before you is not perfect
under Webster's definition, it abundantly does
fit Webster's definition of good.

In this new conference report we have
modified a number of the riders and | believe
that many of you will be pleased with our
changes. Most importantly they are fair.

| am especially pleased with this conference
report, as it continues our commitment to the
American people in protecting the environment
and in providing for our national parks, forests,
wildlife refuges and public lands, as well as
our cultural resources. As the gentleman from
Michigan said, “This bill is a victory for the en-
vironment to the State of Florida.” | urge you
to support this new bill.

At this point Mr. Speaker, | would like to in-
sert into the RECORD a table detailing the var-
ious accounts in the bill. It is a bill that will
provide pride in America’s heritage not only
now but far into the future.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000

{Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TITLE | - DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management
Management of lands and resources 812,511 641,100 631,088 634,321 646,218
Wildland fire management 286,895 305,850 292,399 283,805 282,282
Central hazardous materials fund 10,000 11,350 10,000 10,000 10,000
Construction 10,897 8,350 11,100 12,418 11,425
Payments in lieu of taxes 125,000 125,000 145,000 135,000 135,000
Land acquisition 14,800 48,900 15,000 17,400 15,500
Oregon and California grant lands 97,037 101,650 99,225 99,225 99,225
Range improvements (indefinite) 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
Service charges, deposits, and forfeitures (indefinite} .......c.e.ovrvervrieiinnanns 8,055 8,800 8,800 8,800 8,800
Miscellaneous trust funds (indefinite) 8,800 7,700 7,700 7,700 7,700
Total, Bureau of Land Management 1,183,895 1,268,700 1,230,292 1,218,669 1,236,150
United States Fish and Wildlife Service
Resource management 661,13¢ 724,000 710,700 684,569 716,046 +54,910
Construction 50,453 43,569 43,833 40,434 54,583 +4,130
Emergency appropriations 37,612 -37,812
Land acquisition 48,024 73,632 42,000 56,444 50,513 +2,489
Cooperative endangered species conservation fund . 14,000 80,000 15,000 21,480 23,000 +9,000
National wildlife refuge fund 10,779 10,000 10,779 10,000 10,778
North American wetlands conservation fund 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000 15,000
Wildlife conservation and appreciation fund 800 800 800 800 800 .
Multinational species conservation fund. 2,000 3,000 2,000 2,400 2,400 +400
Commercial salmon fishery capacity reduction 5,000 +5,000
Total, United States Fish and Wildlife Servi 839,804 850,001 840,212 831,127 878,121 +38,317
National Park Service
Operation of the national park system 1,285,604 1,389,627 1,387,307 1,355,176 1,365,059 +79,455
Emergency appropriations 2,320 -2,320
National recreation and preservation 46,225 48,336 49,449 51,451 53,899 +7,674
Historic preservation fund 72,412 80,512 46,712 42,412 75,212 +2,800
Construction 226,058 194,000 169,856 223,153 225,493 -565
Emergency appropriations 13,680 -13,680
Land and water conservation fund (rescission of contract authority) ............... -30,000 -30,000 -30,000 -30,000 -30,000 s
Land acquisition and state istance 147,925 172,468 132,000 107,725 120,700 -27,225
Conservation grants and planning assistance 200,000
Urban park and recreation fund 4,000
Total, National Park Service (net) 1,764,224 2,058,943 1,755,324 1,749,917 1,810,363 +46,139
United States Geological Survey
Surveys, investigations, and r h 797,886 838,485 820,444 813,093 823,833 +25,837
Emergency appropriations 1,000 -1,000
Minerals Management Service
Royalty and offshore minerals management 217,902 234,082 234,082 234,682 234,682 +16,780
Additions to receipts -100,000 -124,000 -124,000 -124,000 -124,000 -24,000
Oit spilt research 6,118 6,118 6,118 6,118 6,118  rrcceieinniininns
Total, Minerals Management Service 124,020 116,200 116,200 116,800 116,800 -7,220
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation
and Enforcement
Regulation and technology 93,078 94,391 95,603 95,891 95,891 +2,813
Receipts from performance bond forfeitures (indefinite) ..........ccceveeeeieiiiiiinae 275 275 275 275 275 e
Subtotal 93,353 94,666 95,868 96,166 96,166 +2,813
Abandoned mine reciamation fund (definite, trust fund)........cocovcenevieniniiiinnns 185,416 211,158 196,458 185,658 196,208 +10,792
Total, Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement ................. 278,769 305,824 292,426 281,824 202,374 +13,605
Bureau of Indian Affairs
Operation of Indian programs 1,584,124 1,684,387 1,631,050 1,833,206 1,670,444 +86,320
Construction 123,421 174,258 126,023 146,884 169,884 +46,463
Indian land and water claim settlements and miscellaneous payments
to Indians 28,882 28,401 25,901 27,131 27,256 -1,626
Indian guaranteed loan program account 5,001 5,008 5,008 5,004 5,008 +7
(Limitation on guaranteed loans) {59,682) (59,682) (59,682) (59,682) {59,682) .o
Indian land consolidation pilot 5,000 5,000
Total, Bureau of Indian Affairs 1,746,428 1,902,054 1,787,982 1,812,315 1,872,582 +126,164
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000— continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1909 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
Departmental Offices
Insular Affairs:
Assistance to Territories. 38,455 40,355 34,600 39,605 42,451 +3,906
Northern Marianas Islands Covenant 27,720 27,720 27,720 27,720 27,720 e
Subtotal, Assistance 1o Territories 66,175 68,075 62,320 67,325 70,171 +3,996
Compact of Free Association 8,930 8,545 8,545 8,545 8,545 -385
Mandatory payments 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 12,000 .o
Subtotal, Compact of Free Association 20,930 20,545 20,545 20,545 20,545 -385
Total, Insular Affairs 87,105 88,620 82,865 87,870 90,718 +3,611
Departmental management 64,686 63,064 62,864 62,203 62,864 -1,822
Y2K conversion {(emergency appropriations) 80,347 -80,347
Office of the Solicitor 36,784 41,500 36,784 36,784 40,196 +3,412
Office of Inspector General 25,486 27,614 26,086 26,614 26,086 +600
Office of the Special Trustee for American Indians... 61,299 90,025 90,025 73,836 90,025 +28,726
Indian land consolidation pilot 10,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 +5,000
Natural resource damage nent fund 4,482 7,800 5,400 4,621 5,400 +908
Management of Federal lands for subsi 1ce uses 8,000 -8,000
Glacier Bay fishing {emergency appropriations) 26,000 -26,000
Total, Departmental Offices 394,199 328,723 309,024 296,928 320,287 -73,912
Total, title |, Department of the Interior:

New budget {obligational) authority {net} 7,130,235 7,768,930 7,151,904 7,120,873 7,350,520 +220,285
Appropriations (6,999,276) (7,798,930) (7,181,904) (7,150,673) (7,380,520) (+381,244)
Emergency appropriations {160,959) {-160,958)
Rescissions {-30,000) {-30,000) (-30,000) (-30,000) (-30,000) .

(Limitation on guaranteed loans) {59,682) (59,682) (59,682} (59,682) (59,682)

TITLE Il - RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

Forest Service

Forest and rangeland research 197,444 234,644 204,373 187,444 202,700 +5,256

State and private forestry 170,722 252,422 181,464 190,783 202,534 +31,812

National forest system 1,298,570 1,357,178 1,254,434 1,239,051 1,268,504 -29,066

Wildland fire management 560,176 560,730 561,354 560,980 561,354 +1,178
Emergency appropriations 102,000 80,000  ....ccorrirernrnnannes 90,000 90,000 -12,000

Reconstruction and maintenance 297,352 295,000 396,602 362,095 398,927 +101,575
Emergency appropriations 5611 -5,611

Land acquisition 117,818 118,000 1,000 36,370 79,575

Acquisition of lands for national forests special acts 1,068 1,069 1,069 1,069 1,069

Acquisition of lands to complete land exchanges {indefinite)...........ccocvevivenen 210 210 210 210 210

Range betterment fund (indefinite) 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300 3,300

Gifts, donations and bequests for forest and rangetand research .. 92 92 92 92 92 .. .
Southeast Alaska economic disaster fund 22,000 +22,000
Management of Federal lands for subsistence uses.................cooiiiniinn, 3,000 -3,000
Total, Forest Service 2,757,464 2,912,645 2,603,898 2,671,404 2,831,265 +73,801
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Clean coal technology:
Deferral -40,000 -256,000 -256,000 -156,000 -156,000 -116,000
Fossil energy research and development 384,056 340,000 256,292 366,975 395,025 +10,969
Biomass energy development (by transfer) {24,000) (24,000) (24,000) {24,000} (+24,000)
Alternative fuels production (indefinite) -1,300 -1,000 -1,000 -1,000 -1,000 +300
Naval petroleum and oit shale reserves 14,000 -14,000
Elk Hills school lands fund 36,000 36,000 36,000 -36,000
Energy conservation 691,701 812,515 706,822 659,817 720,242 +28,541
Biomass energy development (by transfer) (25,000) (25,000) (25,000} (25,000) (+25,000)
Economic regulation 1,801 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 +199
Strategic petroleum reserv 160,120 158,000 146,000 158,000 158,000 -1,120
SPR petroleum account 5,000
Energy Information Administration 70,500 72,644 72,644 70,500 72,644 +2,144
Total, Department of Energy:
New budget (obligational) authority (net) 1,316,878 1,170,159 962,758 1,101,292 1,191,911 -124,967
Appropriations (1,356,878) {1,426,158) (1,218,758) (1,257,292) (1,347,911) (-8,967)
Deferrat (-40,000) {-256,000} {-256,000) {-158,000) (-156,000) {-116,000)

(By transfer) {49,000} {49,000) {49,000) {49,000) {+49,000)
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000— continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1909 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Indian Health Service
Indian health services 1,950,322 2,004,922 2,085,407 2,138,001 2,078,967 +128,645
Indian health facilities 261,965 317,465 312,478 189,252 318,580 +26,615
Total, Indian Health Service 2,242,287 2,412,387 2,397,885 2,327,253 2,387,547 + 155,260
OTHER RELATED AGENCIES
Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Retocation
Salaries and expenses 13,000 14,000 13,400 8,000 8,000 -5,000
Institute of American Indian and Alaska
Native Culture and Arts Development
Payment to the institute. 4,250 4250 e 4,250 2,125 -2,125
Smithsonian Institution
Salaries and expenses 347,154 380,501 371,501 367,062 372,901 +26,747
Construction and improvements, National Zoological Park..............cccceeeenene 4,400 4,400  .oeececnrennrenes -4,400
Repair and restoration of building: 40,000 47,800 47,800 35,000 47,800 +7,900
Construction 16,000 19,000 19,000 18,000 18,000 +3,000
Y2K conversion {emergency appropriations) 4,700 -4,700
Total, Smithsonian Institution 412,254 447,401 438,401 425,462 439,801 +27,547
National Gallery of Art
Salaries and expenses 57,938 61,438 61,538 61,438 61,538 +3,600
Repair, restoration and rencvation of building 6,311 6,311 6,311 6,311 6,311 s
Y2K conversion (emergency appropriations) 101 -101
Total, National Gallery of Art. 64,350 67,749 67,849 87,748 67,849 +3,498
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts
Operations and maintenance 12,187 14,000 12,441 14,000 14,000 +1,813
Construction 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000  ..oovrrermeesenineen
Total, John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Amts.....c.c.ocoeeveernueiennns 32,187 34,000 32,441 34,000 34,000 +1,813
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Schotars
Salaries and expenses 5,840 6,040 7,040 6,040 8,790 +950
National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities
National Endowment for the Arts
Grants and administration 83,500 137,000 83,500 90,000 85,000 +1,500
Matching grants 14,500 13,000 14,500 13,000 13,000 -1,500
Total, National Endowment for the Arts. 98,000 150,000 98,000 103,000 98,000
National Endowment for the Humanities
Grants and administration 96,800 129,800 96,800 101,000 101,000 +4,200
Matching grants 13,800 20,200 13,900 14,700 14,700 +800
Total, National Endowment for the Humanities ............c.cc.coooveecienicninnans 110,700 150,000 110,700 115,700 115,700 +5,000

Institute of Museum and Library Services/
Office of Museum Services

Grants and administration 23,405 34,000 24,400 23,905 24,400 +985

Total, National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities ..................... 232,105 334,000 233,100 242,605 238,100 +5,895

Commission of Fine Arts
Salaries and expenses 898 1,078 935 1,078 1,005 +107
National Capital Arts and Cultura! Affairs
Grants 7,000 6,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 e,

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Salaries and expenses 2,800 3,000 3,000 2,806 3,000 +200

National Capital Planning Commission

Salaries and expenses 5,954 6,312 6,312 8,312 8,312 +358
YeK conversion (emergency appropriations) 381 -381
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000 — continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1899 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
United States Holocaust Memorial Council
Holocaust Memorial Council 32,107 33,786 33,286 33,286 33,286 +1,178
Y2K conversion (emergency appropriations) 900 -800
Emergency appropriations 2,000 -2,000
Total, United States Holocaust Memorial Council ........ccereeerrnesiseansaes 35,007 33,786 33,286 33,286 33,286 -1,721
Presidio Trust
Presidio trust fund 34,913 44,400 44,400 44,400 44,400 +9,487
Total, title I, retated agencies:

New budget (obligational) authority (net) 7,167,568 7,497,207 6,851,705 6,983,037 7,312,391 +144,823
Appropriations {7,091,875) (7,683,207) {7,107,705) (7,049,037) (7,378,391) (+286,516)
Emergency appropriations (115,693) (90,000} oot {90,000) {90,000} {-25,693)
Deferral (-40,000) (-256,000) {-256,000) {-156,000) (-156,000) (-116,000)

(By transfer) {48,000} (49,000) (48,000) {48,000) (+48,000)

TITLE W

Across-the-board cut in Floor action -69,000 -48,000
TITLE V

United Mine Workers of America combined benefit fund (emergency

appropriations) 68,000 +68,000

TITLE Vi

Priority land acquisitions and exchanges 197,500 +187,500

Grand total:

New budget {obligationai} authority (net} 14,297,803 15,266,137 13,834,609 14,055,710 14,928,411 + 630,608
Appropriations (14,091,151) (15,462,137) {14,220,600) (14,151,710} (14,956,411) (+865,260}
Emergency appropriations (2786,652) (90,000) i {80,000} (158,000) (-118,652)
Rescissions (-30,000) {-30,000) {-30,000) {-30,000) (-30,000)  ..ooreiernrerrnrnrninnne
Deferral (-40,000) (-256,000) (-256,000} {-156,000) {-156,000) {-118,000)

(By transfer) (49,000) {49,000) (49,000) (49,000) (+49,000)

{Limitation on guaranteed loans) (59,682) (59,682) (59,682) (59,682} (59,882) ..ot

TITLE | - DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Land Management 1,183,895 1,268,700 1,230,292 1,218,669 1,236,150 +562,255
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 839,804 950,001 840,212 831,127 878,121 +38,317
Nationa! Park Service 1,764,224 2,058,943 1,755,324 1,748,917 1,810,363 +46,139
United States Geological Survey 798,896 838,485 820,444 813,003 823,833 +24,937
Minerals Management Service 124,020 116,200 116,200 116,800 116,800 -7,220
Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and Enforcement .......c.ccoovvvmnnriincns 278,769 305,824 282,426 281,824 292,374 +13,605
Bureau of Indian Affairs 1,746,428 1,902,054 1,787,982 1,812,315 1,872,592 +126,164
Departmental Offices 394,199 328,723 308,024 296,928 320,287 -73,912
Total, Title | - Department of the Interior 7,130,235 7,768,930 7,151,904 7,120,673 7,350,520 +220,285
TITLE Il - RELATED AGENCIES

Forest Service 2,757,464 2,912,645 2,603,898 2,671,404 2,831,265 +73,801
Department of Energy 1,316,878 1,170,159 962,758 1,101,202 1,191,911 -124,967
Iindian Health Service. 2,242,287 2,412,387 2,397,885 2,327,253 2,397,547 + 155,260
Office of Navajo and Hopi Indian Relocation 13,000 14,000 13,400 8,000 8,000 -5,000
Institute of American Indian and Alaska Native Culture and Arts

Development 4,250 4,250 s 4,250 2,125 -2,125
Smithsonian Institution 412,254 447,401 438,401 425,462 439,801 +27,547
National Gallery of Art 64,350 67,749 67,849 67,749 67,849 +3,489
John F. Kennedy Center for the Performing Arts. 32,187 34,000 32,441 34,000 34,000 +1,813
Woodrow Wilson international Center for Scholars .........occrecceccceciiiininenn. 5,840 6,040 7,040 6,040 6,790 +850
National Endowment for the Arts 98,000 150,000 98,000 103,000 98,000 .o
National Endowment for the Humanities 110,700 150,000 110,700 115,700 115,700 +5,000
Institute of Museum and Library Services 23,405 34,000 24,400 23,805 24,400 +995
Commission of Fine Arts 898 1,078 935 1,078 1,005 +107
National Capital Arts and Cultural Affairs 7,000 6,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 s
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 2,800 3,000 3,000 2,906 3,000 +200
National Capitai Planning Commission 6,335 6,312 6,312 6,312 6,312 -23
Holocaust Memoriai Council 35,007 33,786 33,286 33,286 33,286 -1,721
Presidio Trust 34,913 44,400 44,400 44,400 44,400 +8,487

Total, Title Il - Related Agencies 7,167,568 7,497,207 6,851,705 6,983,037 7,312,391 +144,823
TITLE N
Across-the-board cut in Floor action -69,000 -48,000
TTLEV

United Mine Workers of America combined benefit fund (emergency

appropriations}) 68,000 +68,000
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000— continued

(Amounts in thousands)

H12773

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TMEV
Priority land acquisitions and exchanges 187,500 + 187,500
Grand fotal 14,297,803 15,266,137 13,934,609 14,065,710 14,928,411 +8630,608
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY), a member of the
committee.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Yes, my colleagues, there is good
news in this bill; but there is a strong
commitment to the education of our
young people, there is a significant in-
crease to Title X, America’s family
planning program, and there is des-
perately needed relief for hospitals,
which have been struggling with budg-
et cuts.

The bill demonstrates our ongoing
support for a secure and lasting peace
in the Middle East. The Wye River
package will help bolster Israel’s secu-
rity and provide the momentum needed
to carry both parties through this deli-
cate period in the peace process.

The bill also fulfills our obligation to
pay our U.N. arrears. | have fought
hard with my colleagues to make this
a reality, but my enthusiasm has been
dampened by the dangerous family
planning restrictions that were forced
upon us by the majority in return for
these critical dues. The restrictions are
unreasonable and irresponsible, and my
colleagues can be sure | will fight to
ensure that they are never again codi-
fied in U.S. law.

I am also very disturbed that Federal
employees’ access to contraceptive
coverage has been damaged in this bill.
The majority has modified the provi-
sions which the President just signed
into law only 2 months ago to dramati-
cally expand the number of individuals
who can opt out of providing contra-
ceptives. My colleagues, this is sneaky
politics, and it is bad policy.

I want to make it clear today that I
will not rest in my efforts to ensure
that Americans have true access to
family planning services. We cannot
continue to let a few extremists hold
good public policy hostage to their nar-
row agenda.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
| yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
SHAW).

(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, |
support of the bill.

Today, America’s seniors will be able to
breathe easier and worry less about their
health care. Why? Because with the passage
of the Medicare Balanced Budget Refinement
Act of 1999, health care providers who have
been struggling under the burden of money-
saving regulations imposed in 1997 will now
be getting some much-needed relief.

For several years Medicare Providers have
been caring for Medicare patients day in and
day out—often for Medicare payments that are
not adequate to cover their costs. In my dis-
trict, for example, the Sylvester Cancer Hos-
pital was losing approximately $700,000 a
year caring for Medicare cancer patients. Until
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now. This bill will give cancer hospitals the op-
portunity to break even. Hospices, which care
for the most vulnerable Medicare patients will
also benefit. They will get the help they need
to provide the newest medications to comfort
their patients.

In the last year | have worked with Chair-
man THOMAS, who | want to thank for his ef-
forts in addressing the many concerns that
have been brought to my attention by Medi-
care providers and beneficiaries in my district.
The result of that work is this bill. While it
doesn’t provide all the Medicare fixes that are
needed—it does address the most urgent
needs immediately.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, | rise
to engage the majority leader in a col-
loquy regarding the satellite legisla-
tion which has been added to this om-
nibus bill.

As the majority leader is aware, |
have been working for some time with
my colleague, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BOUCHER), and many others,
to pass legislation that will reauthor-
ize the compulsory license for satellite
broadcasts and encourage the develop-
ment of technology that will deliver
local network signals to satellite own-
ers.

We passed the Satellite Home Viewer
Act reauthorization earlier this year
with overwhelming bipartisan support
and engaged the other body in a
lengthy and difficult conference. The
conference report was filed and passed
last week in the House by a vote of 411
to 8. Few bills of this magnitude have
passed by such a wide margin. Included
in this conference report was impor-
tant language supported unanimously
by the conferees to ensure that rural
Americans are not left behind as this
new local-into-local technology is
rolled out by the satellite companies.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODLATTE. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding to me, and
let me simply compliment my friend
and colleague, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODLATTE), for the excel-
lent work he has done in the face of
very difficult circumstances in order to
obtain a way that viewers in the cities,
medium-sized and small, and through-
out rural America will have the oppor-
tunity to have their local TV stations
delivered to them by satellite.

We have had a range of problems. We
are about to have those resolved in a
manner that | think is satisfactory,
and | want to thank my colleague and
friend from Virginia for his very able
assistance in reaching that satisfac-
tory result.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Speaker, | thank the gen-
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tleman for his kind words and for his
critical support in this effort.

Yesterday, we delivered to the
Speaker a letter that included over 245
signatures from Members who sup-
ported the rural provisions of this con-
ference report. Similar letters were de-
livered to the Senate majority leader
from rural Senators.

Mr. Speaker, Rural America should take
note of the high level of support for this lan-
guage in Congress and the hard work of
members like Senator CONRAD BURNS of Mon-
tana, Senator TED STEVENS of Alaska, Senator
JONN WARNER of Virginia, Senator PATRICK
LEAHY of Virginia, Congresswoman BARBARA
CuBIN of Wyoming, and Congresswoman
JOANN EMERSON of Missouri.

Unfortunately, problems in the other
body have doomed this language for
the year. Because the other body did
not wish to take the steps required to
pass the bill over a threatened fili-
buster, they have reached an agree-
ment with our leadership in the House
to attach the Satellite Home Viewer
Act to the D.C. appropriations bill next
year.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. BOUCHER) so that the gentle-
men might continue their colloquy.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOUCHER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the supporters of this
legislation understand that along with
this agreement comes a commitment
from our leadership to work to pass
similar legislation early next year, and
if the gentleman will yield to him, the
majority leader will clarify the details
of this commitment.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOUCHER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding, and | want
to congratulate the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) on his hard
work on this important issue. | share
the gentleman’s commitment to ensur-
ing that rural Americans can receive
their network signals over satellite.

The Satellite Home Viewer Act con-
ference report, which included the loan
guarantee language, was supported by
myself and the majority of both parties
in the House. | share the gentleman’s
concern that time constraints pre-
vented the conference report from
being enacted as it passed the House;
however, | appreciate the gentleman’s
willingness to reach an agreement that
will ensure passage of the rest of this
satellite legislation that is so impor-
tant to satellite subscribers.
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To address my good friend’s concern,
I commit to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia that we will move rural satellite
loan guarantee legislation through the
House early next year. It is my hope
that the relevant committees of juris-
diction will engage in a full debate and
discussion of the merits of this loan
guarantee package and move appro-
priate legislation forward expedi-
tiously.

However, if for whatever reason such
legislation is not ready for floor con-
sideration in the House under regular
order by early spring, | further commit
that | will allow the gentleman from
Virginia an opportunity to have an up
or down floor vote by March 31, 2000, on
the rural loan guarantee program,
similar to that which appeared in the
Satellite Home Viewer Act conference
report which passed in the House.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman continue to yield?

Mr. BOUCHER. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the distinguished majority lead-
er for his support and commitment to
scheduling floor time for this impor-
tant legislation by April of next year.

Am | to understand that the legisla-
tion to be scheduled for a vote will au-
thorize a level of appropriations that is
both sufficient to accomplish such a
program and at least $1.2 billion?

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, it is my under-
standing that is consistent with the
language in the Satellite Home Viewer
Act conference report; that is correct.
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Mr. GOODLATTE. It is also my un-
derstanding that the Senate leadership
has made a similar commitment to
floor consideration by a time certain
next year.

Mr. ARMEY. That is also my under-
standing, yes.

In addition, | will commit to placing time lim-
its on the referral of the legislation to commit-
tees in such a way that causes the legislation
to be discharged by all relevant committees by
the March 31 deadline, and | will work with the
Speaker on committee referrals and under-
stand that he shares my commitment to this
timetable.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for his courtesy.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. ROGERS), the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Sub-
committee on Commerce, Justice,
State, and Judiciary of the Committee
on Appropriations.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, this bill
contains a victory for the American
agenda. In my portion of the bill there
is extra money for disasters through
the disaster loan program in SBA. We
fully fund the year 2000 census, every
penny that is needed; we increase the
drug and crime funding, FBI, DEA and
local law enforcement block grants, as
well as the COPS program of the Presi-
dent, which is fully funded at less than
half of what he requested; and there is
embassy security money here to beef
up the security for our personnel serv-
ing overseas in our embassies.

But most importantly to me is a
final vindication in this bill of an ef-
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fort started by this subcommittee
many years ago to reform the U.N.
Along with the monies in the bill to
fully pay the U.N. arrears payments of
the U.S., there are conditions which
the U.N. must agree to. This sub-
committee several years ago began
what now has become a full-blown U.N.
reform agenda which now requires the
U.N. to consider our payments of ar-
rearages to be payment in full, reduces
the rate of U.S. contributions to the
U.N. from 25 to 22 percent for the an-
nual assessment, plus a reduction from
31 to 25 percent for the peacekeeping
rate of contributions, requires the U.N.
to live with a zero-growth budget, re-
quires personnel reforms at the U.N.,
opens their books to GAO scrutiny, re-
quires IGs, inspectors general, in the
affiliated organizations of the U.N.,
like the ILO, the WHO, and the FAO,
and gives the U.S. a voice on the budg-
et committee of the U.N., among other
reforms. This is an effort that now is
vindicated.

This subcommittee led the way many
years ago. It gained a head of steam,
and it has been a rough and rocky road;
but now we can say that with these
payments of the arrearages to the U.N.
comes the conditions of reform in the
U.N. that will make the U.N. a better
agency for all of us.

I would like, at this point, to insert
into the RECORD a table detailing the
funding for the Commerce, Justice,
State, and Judiciary section of the bill.
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DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1998 FY 2000 ' Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
TITLE | - DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
General Administration
Salaries and expenses 79,328 87,534 79,328 82,485 79,328  cierrrneseraenee
Joint automated booking system 6,000 1,800 +1,800
Narrowband communications 80,000 . 20,000 10,625 +10,625
(By transfer} (101,434) .. (92,545) {+92,545)
Counterterrorism fund 10,000 27,000 10,000 27,000 10,000 e
1st Responder grants 135,000 -135,000
Telecommunications carrier compliance fund 7,000 7,000 7,000 7,000 +7,000
Defense function 8,000 8,000 8,000 8,000 +8,000
Administrative review and appeals:
Direct appropriation 75,312 89,901 84,200 30,727 98,136 +22,824
Crime trust fund 59,251 59,251 50,363 59,251 50,363 -8,888
Total, Administrative review and appeals 134,563 149,152 134,563 89,978 148,499 +13,936
Office of Inspector General 34,175 45,021 42,475 32,049 40,275 +6,100
Total, General admini ion 393,066 403,707 281,366 272,512 305,527 -87,538
Appropriations (333,815) (344,4586) {231,003} (213,261) (255,164) (-78,651)
Crime trust fund (59,251) (69,251) (50,363) (59,251} (50,363) (-8,888)
United States Parole Commission
Salaries and expenses 7,380 8,527 7,380 7,176 8,527 +1,147
Legal Activities
General legal activities:
Direct appropriation 466,540 568,316 355,691 299,260 357,016 -109,524
Crime trust fund 8,160 8,555 147,829 185,740 147,929 +139,769
Total, General legal activities 474,700 576,871 503,620 485,000 504,945 +30,245
Vaccine injury compensation trust fund (permanent)...........c.oveererienicieenns 4,028 4,028 3,424 4,028 4,028
Antitrust Division 98,267 114,373 105,167 112,318 110,000 +11,733
Offsetting fee collections - carryover -30,000 -47,799 47,799 s -28,150 +1,850
Offsetting fee coliections - current year, -68,275 -66,574 -57,368 -112,318 -81,850 -13,575
Direct appropriation -8 +8
United States Attorneys:
Direct appropriation 1,009,253 1,217,788 1,161,957 580,478 1,161,957 +152,704
Crime trust fund 80,698 57,000 e 500,000  ...occiieciiininninenn -80,698
Total, United States Attorneys 1,089,951 1,274,788 1,161,857 1,089,478 1,161,957 +72,006
United States Trustee System Fund:
Current year fee funding 114,248 129,329 108,248 112,775 106,775 -7,473
Fees and interest (legislative proposal) 32,000 6,000 ... 6,000 +6,000
Total, United States trustee system fund 114,248 161,329 114,248 112,775 112,775 -1,473
Offsetting fee collections -114,248 -125,329 -108,248 -112,775 -106,775 +7,473
Offsetting fee collections - legistative proposal -32,000 -6,000 ... -8,000 -6,000
Total, US trustee offsetting fee collections -114,248 -161,329 -114,248 -112,775 -112,775 +1,473
Foreign Claims Settlement Commission 1,227 1,175 1,175 1,175 1,175 -52
United States Marshals Service: '
Direct appropriation 476,356 543,380 329,289 409,253 333,745 -142,611
Crime trust fund 25,553 26,210 209,620 138,000 209,620 +184,067
Construction 4,600 8,832 4,600 9,632 6,000 +1,400
Justice prisoner and alien transportation system 9,000
Total, United States Marshals Service 506,509 578,422 543,509 565,885 549,365 +42,856
Federal prisoner detention 425,000 550,232 525,000 500,000 525,000 + 100,000
Fees and expenses of witnesse: 95,000 110,000 95,000 110,000 95,000 .
Community Relations Service 7,198 10,344 7,189 7,199 7,199
Assets forfeiture fund 23,000 23,000 23,000 23,000
Total, Legal activities. 2,626,606 3,128,860 2,840,884 2,785,765 2,871,669 +245,063
Appropriations (2,512,195} (3,037,095) (2,483,335) (1,962,025) (2,514,120) (+1,925)
Crime trust fund (114,411) (91,765) (357,549) (823,740) (857,549) (+243,138)
Radiation Exposure Compensation
Admini: ive expenses 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 2,000 e
Payment to radiation exposure compensation trust fund 21,714 e 20,300 3,200 +3,200

Total, Radiation Exposure Compensation 2,000 23,714 2,000 22,300 5,200 +3,200
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DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000— continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
Interagency Law Enforcement
Interagency crime and drug enforcement 1/ 304,014 .. 316,792 304,014 316,792 +12,778
High intensity inter-state gang activities 20,000
Total, interagency Law Enforcement 304,014 .. 316,792 324,014 316,792 +12,778
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Salaries and expenses 2,396,239 2,742,876 2,044,542 2,432,791 2,044,542 -351,697
Counterintelligence and national security 292,473 260,000 292,473 260,000 292,473 .
FBI Fingerprint identification 47,800 -47,800
Direct appropriation 2,736,512 3,002,876 2,337,015 2,692,791 2,337,015 -389,497
Crime trust fund 223,356 280,501 752,853 280,501 752,853 +529,497
Subtotal, Salaries and expenses 2,959,868 3,283,377 3,089,868 2,873,292 3,089,868 + 130,000
Consiruction 1,287 10,287 1,287 10,287 1,287 e
Total, Federal Bureau of Investigation 2,961,155 3,293,664 3,091,155 2,983,579 3,091,155 + 130,000
Appropriations (2,737,798) (3,013,183) (2,338,302 (2,703,078) (2,338,302) (-399,497)
Crime trust fund (223,356) (280,501) (752,853) {280,501) (752,853) (+529,497)
Drug Enforcement Administration
Salaries and expenses 875,523 1,055,572 1,012,330 878,517 1,013,330 +137,807
Diversion control fund -76,710 -80,330 -80,330 -80,330 -80,330 -3,620
Direct appropriation 798,813 875,242 932,000 798,187 833,000 +134,187
Crime trust fund 405,000 405,000 344,250 419,459 343,250 -81,750
Subtotal, Salaries and expenses 1,203,813 1,380,242 1,276,250 1,217,646 1,276,250 +72,437
Construction 8,000 8,000 8,000 5,500 5,500 -2,500
Total, Drug Enforcement Admini: ion 1,211,813 1,388,242 1,284,250 1,223,148 1,281,750 +69,937
Appropriations (806,813) (983,242) (940,000 (803,887) (938,500) (+131,887)
Crime trust fund (405,000) (405,000) (344,250} (419,459) (343,250) {-61,750)
Immigration and Naturalization Service
Salaries and expenses 1,617,269 2,435,638 1,621,041 1,697,164 1,642,440 +25,171
Enforcement and border affairs (1,069,754) (1,900,627) (1,086,030)  ...cooreriieiennane (1,107,429) (+37,675)
Citizenship and benefits, immigration support and
program direction {547,515) (635,011) (535,011) it (535,011) (-12,504)
Crima trust fund 842,490 500,000 1,311,225 873,000 1,267,225 +424,735
Subtotal, Direct and crime trust fund 2,459,759 2,935,638 2,932,266 2,570,164 2,909,665 +449,906
Fee accounts:
immigration user fee (486,071) {617,800} (446,151) (446,151) (446,151) (-39,920)
Land border inspection fund (3,275) {6,595) (6,595) (1,012 (1,548) (-1,727)
Immigration examinations fund (635,700) {688,579) (712,800} (712,800) (708,500) (+72,800)
Breached bond fund 2/ (176,950) {116,900) (117,501} (127,771) (110,423) (-66,527)
Immigration enforcement fines (4,050) (3,800) {1,303) {1,303) (1,850) {-2,200)
H-1b Visa fees (1,125) (1,125) {1,125) (1,125) (+1,125)
Subtotal, Fee accounts. (1,306,046} (1,334,799) (1,285,475) (1,290,162} (1,269,597} (-36,449)
Construction 90,000 99,664 90,000 138,964 99,664 +9,664
Total, Immigration and Naturatization Service {3,855,805) (4,370,101) (4,307,741) (3,999,290) (4,278,926) (+423,121)
Appropriations (1,707,269) (2,535,302) (1,711,041) (1,836,128) {1,742,104) (+34,835)
Crime trust fund (842,490) {500,000} (1,311,225} {873,000) {1,267,225) (+424,735)
{Fee accounts} {1,306,046) {1,334,799) (1,285,475} {1,290,162) {1,269,597) (-36,449)
Federal Prison System
Salaries and expenses 2,952,154 3,191,928 3,140,004 3,166,774 3,179,110 +226,956
Prior year carryover -80,000 -70,000 -80,000 -50,000 -80,000  .oooerreeeereecenenes
Direct appropriation 2,862,154 3,121,928 3,050,004 3,116,774 3,089,110 +226,956
Crime trust fund 26,499 26,499 22,524 46,599 22524 -3,975
Subtotal, Salaries and expenses 2,888,653 3,148,427 3,072,528 3,163,373 3,111,634 +222,981
Buildings and tacilities 410,997 558,791 556,791 549,791 556,791 +145,794
Federal Prison Industries, Incorporated (limitation on
administrative expenses) 3,000 3,429 2,490 3,429 3,429 +429

Total, Federal Prison System 3,302,650 3,710,647 3,631,809 3,716,583 3,671,854 +369,204
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DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000— continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
Office of Justice Programs
Justice istance 147,151 338,648 217,438 373,082 307,611 +160,460
(By transfer) {7,000) {7,000) . {7,000} {+7,000)
State and local law enforcement assistance:
Direct appropriations:
Byrne grants (discretionary} 47,000 52,100 -47,000
Byrne grants (formula) 505,000 . -505,000
Local law enforcement block grant 523,000 523,000 +523,000
Boys and Girls clubs (earmarik} (40,000) {50,000) {+50,000}
State prison grants 686,500 686,500 + 686,500
State criminal alien assistance program 420,000 .. . 420,000 +420,000
Indian tribal courts program 5,000 +5,000
Subtotal, Direct appropriation: 652,000  oveeiiiie e 1,629,500 552,100 1,634,500 +1,082,500
Crime trust fund:
Byrne grants (formula) 400,000 505,000 500,000 +500,000
Byrne grants (discretionary) 59,950 47,000 +52,000
Local law enforcement block grant 523,000 -523,000
Boys and Girls clubs {(earmark) {40,000) (-40,000)
Police corps
Juvenile crime block grant 250,000 ...ooceiniisenecnenns 250,000
Drug testing and intervention program 100,000
Indian tribal courts program 5,000 5,000 .cccininnione. 5,000  rioreererreninnns -5,000
Drug courts 40,000 50,000 40,000 40,000 40,000 oo
Crime identification technology 45,000 260,000 .o -45,000
Safe schools initiative {15,000)
Upgrade criminal history records (40,000}
Global criminal justice information netwrk (12,000}
State prison grants 720,500 75,000 75,000 -720,500
State criminal afien assistance program 420,000 500,000 .. . 100,000 . - -420,000
Violence Against Women grants 282,750 282,750 282,750 283,750 283,750 +1,000
State prison drug treatment 63,000 65,100 63,000 63,000 63,000 .ot
DNA identification grants 15,000 30,000 . -15,000
Certainty of punishment grants 35,000
Indian country initiatives 45,000
Other crime control programs 5,700 5,700 5,700 5,700 5,700  iivrecrerereeicnienes
Subtotal, Crime trust fund 2,369,950 1,578,500 1,193,450 1,407,450 1,194,450 -1,175,500
Total, State and local law enforcement 2,921,950 1,578,500 2,822,950 1,959,550 2,828,950 -93,000
Weed and seed program fund 33,500 .o 33,500 40,000 33,500 s
Crime trust fund 33,500
Community oriented policing services:
Direct appropriations:
Crime analysis technology 100,000
Hiring program 150,000 167,675 344,500 +344,500
School violence 17,500
Crime identification technology 15,000 s 130,000 +130,000
Safe schools initiative (15,000) (+ 15,000}
Upgrade criminal history records (35,000) (+35,000)
DNA identification/crime lab (30,000) {+30,000)
Technology 15,500
Bulletproof vest grants 25,000
Management administration 17,325 29,825 +29,825
Methamphetamine 35,675 +35,675
Community pr tors 10,000 +10,000
Subtotal, Direct appropriation: 100,000 223,000 185,000 550,000 + 550,000
Crime trust fund:
Hiring program 3/ 1,400,000 600,000 ... 140,000 45,000 -1,355,000
Police corps 3/ 30,000 -30,000
Crime identification technology 250,000 45,000
Community prosecutors 200,000
Prevention 125,000
Subtotal, Crime trust fund 1,430,000 1,175,000 45,000 140,000 45,000 -1,385,000
Total, Community oriented policing services 1,430,000 1,275,000 268,000 325,000 595,000 -835,000
Juvenile justice program 284,597 288,597 286,597 322,597 287,097 +2,500

Safe school initiative (38,000}
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DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000— continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
Public safety officers benefits program:
Death benefits 31,809 32,541 32,541 32,541 32,541 +732
Disability benefits. 3,500 . 3,500
Totat, Public safety officers benefits program 31,809 36,041 32,541 36,041 32,541 +732
Total, Office of Justice Programs 4,849,007 3,560,286 3,661,024 3,056,280 4,084,699 -764,308
Appropriations (1,048,057} (763,286) (2,422,574) (1,508,830) (2,845,249) (+1,796,182)
Crime trust fund (3,799,950} (2,787,000) (1,238,450) (1,547,450) (1,239,450) (-2,560,500)
General Provisions
General Pricing level adjustment: -2,468
Total, title {, Department of Justice 18,207,450 18,542,949 18,138,926 17,098,025 18,646,502 +438,052
Appropriations {12,736,493) (14,392,933) (14,061,712) (13,048,025) {14,613,288) (+1,876,795)
Crime trust fund (5,470,957) {4,150,016) (4,077,214) (4,050,000} (4,033,214) (-1,437,743)
{By transfer} (7,000} {108,434) ..corrreeeinrnee {99,545} (+99,545)
TITLE Il - DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
AND RELATED AGENCIES
TRADE AND INFRASTRUCTURE DEVELOPMENT
Office of the United States Trade Representative
Salaries and expenses 24,200 26,501 25,205 26,067 25,635 +1,435
Supplemental appropriations {P.L. 106-31) 1,300 -1,300
international Trade Commission
Salaries and expenses 44,495 47,200 44,495 45,700 44,495 ...
Total, Related agencies 69,995 73,701 69,700 71,767 70,130 +135
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
International Trade Administration
Operations and administration 286,264 308,431 298,236 311,344 311,503 +25,239
Offsetting fee collections -1,600 -3,000 -3,000 -3,000 -3,000 -1,400
Direct appropriation 284,664 305,431 295,236 308,344 308,503 +23,839
Export Administration
Operations and administration 50,454 58,578 47,650 54,054 52,161
C\WC enforcement 1,877 1,877 1,877 1,877 1,877
Total, Export Administration 52,331 60,455 49,527 55,031 54,038 +1,707

Economic Development Administration

Economic development assistance programs 368,379 364,379 364,379 203,379 361,879 -6,500
Salaries and expenses 24,000 28,971 24,000 24,937 26,500 +2,500
Total, Economic Development Administration 392,379 393,350 388,379 228,316 388,379 -4,000

Minority Business Development Agency
Minority business development 27,000 27,627 27,000 27,627 27,314 +314

Total, Trade and infrastructure Development 826,369 860,564 829,842 681,985 848,364 +21,985

ECONOMIC AND INFORMATION INFRASTRUCTURE
Economic and Statistical Analysis
Salaries and expenses 48,490 55,123 48,490 51,158 49,499 +1,008

Bureau of the Census

Salaries and expenses 136,147 156,944 136,147 156,944 140,000 +3,853
Periodic censuses and program: 1,186,902 4,637,754 142,320 2,914,754 142,320 -1,044,582
Supplemental appropriations (P.L. 106-31) 44,800 -44,900
Emergency appropriations 4,476,253  ....cccoiiiieriniiinnn 4,476,253 +4,476,253

Total, Bureau of the Census. 1,367,949 4,794,698 4,754,720 3,071,698 4,758,573 +3,380,624
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DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000— continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
National Telecommunications and Information
Administration
Salaries and expenses 10,840 17,212 10,940 11,008 10,875 +35
Public telecommunications facilities, planning and construction............c........ 21,000 35,055 18,000 30,000 26,500 +5,500
Advance appropriations, FY 2001 - 2003 209,000
information infrastructure grants 18,000 20,102 13,000 18,102 15,500 -2,500
Total, Nationa! Telecommunications and Information Administration ....... 49,940 371,369 41,940 58,111 52,975 +3,035
Patent and Trademark Office
Current year fee funding 643,026 785,976 735,538 785,976 755,000 +111,974
Prior year fee funding 71,000 -71,000
(Prior year carryover) (40,500) (115,774) (116,000) {115,774) {116,000) {+75,500)
Rescission -71,000 +71,000
Subtotal (683,526) {901,750) (851,538} (901,750) (871,000) (+187,474)
Legislative proposal fees 102,000 20,000 -102,000
Total, Patent and Trademark Office (785,526) {821,750) (851,538) (901,750} (871,000} (+85,474)
Offsetting fee collections -643,026 -785,976 -785,976 -785,976 -785,976 -142,850
Offsetting fee collections - iegislative proposal -102,000 -20,000 +102,000
Total, PTO offsetting fee collection: -745,026 -805,976 -785,976 -785,976 -785,976 -40,950
Total, Economic and information Infrastructure 1,466,379 5,221,190 4,794,712 3,181,987 4,830,071 +3,363,692
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
Technology Administration
Under Secretary for Technology/
Office of Technology Policy
Salaries and expenses 9,495 8,972 7,972 7,972 7,972 -1,523
National Institute of Standards and Technology
Scientific and technical research and services 280,136 289,622 280,136 288,128 283,132 +2,996
Industrial technology services 310,300 338,536 99,836 336,336 247,436 -62,864
Construction of r h facilities 56,714 106,798 56,714 117,500 108,414 +51,700
NTIS revolving fund 2,000
Total, Nationali institute of Standards and Technology.........cccveeeueeiciieianas 647,150 736,956 436,686 741,964 638,982 -8,168
Nationa! Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Operations, research, and facilities 1,579,844 1,738,911 1,475,128 1,783,118 1,688,189 +108,345
Offsetting collections (fisheries) (proposed) -20,000
Offsetting collections (navigations) (proposed) -14,000
Supplemental appropriations (P.L. 108-31) 1,880 -1,880
Direct appropriation 1,581,724 1,704,911 1,475,128 1,783,118 1,688,189 +106,465
(By transfer from Promote and Develop Fund) (63,381) (64,926) (87,226) (66,426} (68,000) {+4,619)
(By transfer from Damage assessment and restoration revolving fund,
permanent) 5,000 -5,000
(Damage assessment and restoration revolving fund) .. -5,000 +5,000
(By transfer from Coastal zone management) 4,000
Total, Operations, research and facilities 1,581,724 1,708,911 1,475,128 1,783,118 1,688,189 +106,465
Procurement, acquisition and construction 584,677 630,578 480,330 670,578 596,067 +11,390
Advance appropriations, FY 2001 - 2018 5,363,345
Pacific tal salmon Y 160,000  ..ovveververemeeseeines 100,000 58,000 +58,000
Coastal zone management fund 4,000 4,000 4,000 .
Mandatory offset -4,000 -4,000 -4,000 -4,000
Fishermen’s contingency fund 953 953 953 953 953
Foreign fishing observer fund 189 188 189 189 189
Fisheries finance program account 338 10,258 238 2,038 338
Total, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration........cveceiienes 2,167,881 7,870,234 1,956,838 2,556,876 2,343,736 +175,855
Appropriations (2,167,881) (2,506,888) (1,956,838) (2,556,876) (2,343,736) (+175,855)
Advance appropriation: (5,363,345)

Total, Science and Technology. 2,824,526 8,616,162 2,401,496 3,306,812 2,990,690 +166,164
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DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000— continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
General Administration
Salaries and expenses 30,000 34,046 30,000 34,046 31,500 +1,500
Office of Inspector General 21,000 23,454 22,000 17,900 20,000 -1,000
Total, General admini ion 51,000 57,500 52,000 51,946 51,500 +500
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Fisheries promotional fund {rescission) -1,187 B3 1 £ 7 O -1,187 -1,187

Total, Department of Commerce 5,098,279 14,680,528 8,007,183 7,160,943 8,649,308 +3,551,029
Appropriations (5,169,279) (9,019,370) {3,532,087) (7,160,943) (4,174,242) (-995,037}
Emergency appropriations {4,476,253)  ..ocevciiiiniinennns (4,476,253) (+4,476,253)
Rescissions {-71,000) {-1,187) (1,187) e (-1,187) (+69,813)
Advance appropriation {5,662,345)

Total, title Il, Department of Commerce and related agencies ..........ceueeeee. 5,168,274 14,754,229 8,076,863 7,232,710 8,719,438 +3,551,164
Appropriations (5,239,274) (9,093,071} (3,601,787} {7,232,710) (4,244,372) {-994,802)
Emergency appropriations (4,476,253) (4,476,253) (+4,476,253)
Rescissions (-71,000) (-1,187) {-1,187) (-1,187) (+69,813)
Advance appropriation {5,862,345)

(By transfer) {63,381) (64,926) {67,228) (66,426) (68,000) (+4,619)
TITLE i - THE JUDICIARY
Supreme Court of the United States

Salaries and expenses:
Salaries of justices 1,690 1,698 1,698 1,698 1,608 +8
Other salaries and expenses 29,369 34,241 33,343 34,205 33,794 +4,425
Supplemental appropriations (P.L. 106-31) 921 -921
Total, Salaries and expenses 31,980 35,939 35,041 35,903 35,492 +3,512
Care of the building and grounds 5,400 22,658 6,872 9,652 8,002 +2,602
Total, Supreme Court of the United States 37,380 58,597 41,913 45,555 43,494 +6,114

United States Court of Appeals
for the Federal Circuit

Salaries and expenses:
Salaries of judges 1,943 1,945 1,945 1,945 1,845 +2
Other salaries and expenses 14,158 15,691 14,156 14,966 14,852 +6894
Total, Salaries and expenses 16,101 17,636 16,101 16,911 16,797 +696

United States Court of International Trade

Saiaries and expenses:
Salaries of judges 1,506 1,526 1,525 1,525 1,525 +19
Other salaries and expenses 10,208 10,621 10,279 10,432 10,432 +134
Total, Salaries and expenses 11,804 12,146 11,804 11,957 11,957 +153

Courts of Appeals, District Courts,
and Other Judicial Services

Salaries and expenses:
Salaries of judges and bankruptcy judges 238,329 240,375 240,375 240,375 240,375 +2,048
Other salaries and expenses 2,583,492 2,979,551 2,669,763 2,651,890 2,717,763 +134,271
Direct appropriation 2,821,821 3,219,926 2,910,138 2,892,265 2,958,138 +136,317
Crime trust fund 10,184 29,395 156,539 100,000 156,539 +146,375
Total, Salaries and expenses 2,831,985 3,249,321 3,066,677 2,992,265 3,114,677 +282,692
Vaccine Injury Compensation Trust Fund 2,515 2,581 2,138 2,581 2,515 e
Defender services 360,952 374,839 361,548 353,888 358,848 2,104
Crime trust fund 30,879 36,605 26,247  cireeeerereeceninns 26,247 -4,632
Fees of jurors and commissioners 66,861 69,510 63,400 60,918 60,918 -5,843
Court security. 174,569 206,012 190,029 196,026 163,028 +18,459
Total, Courts of Appeals, District Courts, and Other Judicial Services........ 3,467,761 3,938,868 3,710,039 3,605,678 3,756,233 +288,472

Administrative Office of the United States Courts

Salaries and expenses 54,500 58,428 54,500 56,054 55,000 +500

Federal Judicial Center
Salaries and expenses 17,718 18,997 17,716 18,476 18,000 +284
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DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000— continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference

Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted

Judicial Retirement Funds
Payment to Judiciary Trust Funds. 37,300 39,700 39,700 38,700 38,700 +2,400
United States Sentencing Commission
Salaries and expenses 9,487 10,800 8,500 8,743 8,500 -887
General Provisions
Judges pay raise (sec. 304) 9,000 i 9,611 9,611 +9,611
Total, title lll, the Judiciary 3,652,049 4,183,972 3,900,273 3,813,685 3,959,202 +307,243
Appropriations {3,611,006) (4,097,972} (3,717,487) (3,713,685) (3,776,506) (+165,500)
Crime trust fund {41,043) (66,000) (182,786) (100,000) (182,7886) (+141,743)
TITLE IV - DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Administration of Foreign Affairs

Diplomatic and consular programs 4/ 1,644,300 2,838,934 2,472,825 2,671,429 2,569,825 +925,525
Worldwide security upgrade 254,000  .veeecennninnen 254,000 +254,000

Total, Diplomatic and consutar programs 1,644,300 2,838,934 2,726,825 2,671,429 2,823,825 +1,179,525
Salaries and expenses 355,000 -355,000
Capital investment fund 80,000 90,000 80,000 50,000
Office of Inspector General 27,495 30,054 28,495 26,495
Educational and cultural exchange program 210,329 175,000 216,476
Representation atlc ces 4,350 5,850 4,350 5,850 5,850 +1,500
Protection of foreign missions and officials 8,100 8,490 8,100 8,100 8,100 .
Security and maintenance of United States missions ............coceemeeceteneenne 403,561 747,683 403,561 583,406 428,561 +25,000

Worldwide security upgrad: 313,617 e 313,617 +313,617
Advance appropriations, FY 2001 - 2005 3,600,000
Emergencies in the diplomatic and consular service .........ooeevveeeicceicnnee 5,500 17,000 5,500 7,000 5,500
{By transfer) {4,000) (4,000) {4,000) (4,000) {4,000)
Commission on Holocaust Assets in U.S. (by transfer) ..o {2,000) (1,162) (1,182} e (1,162)
Repatriation Loans Program Account:
Direct loans subsidy 583 583 593 593 583
Administrative expenses 807 607 807 607 607
(By transfer) (1,000) (1,000} (1,000) (1,000) {1,000}

Total, Repatriation loans program account 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 1,200 e
Payment to the American Institute in Taiwan 14,750 15,760 14,750 16,000 15,375 +625
Payment to the Foreign Service Retirement and Disability Fund................... 132,500 128,541 128,541 128,541 128,541 -3,959

Total, Administration of Foreign Affairs 2,676,756 7,684,841 3,889,939 3,714,587 4,043,064 +1,366,308

Appropriations {2,676,756) (4,094,841) {3,889,939) {3,714,587) {4,043,064) {+1,366,308)
Advance appropriation: {3,600,000}

International Organizations and Conferences

Contributions to international organizations, current year assessment.. 922,000 963,308 842,937 943,308 885,203 -36,797
Contributions for international peacekeeping activities, current year 231,000 485,000 200,000 387,925 500,000 +269,000
Arrearage payments 475,000 446,000 351,000 . 351,000 -124,000
International conferences and contingencies (by transfer) ..........cccoveeenenn. {16,223) (-16,223)

Total, Internationat Organizations and Conferences .. 1,628,000 1,894,308 1,393,937 1,331,233 1,736,203 + 108,203

International Commissions
International Boundary and Water Commission, United States and Mexico:
Salaries and expenses 19,551 20,413 19,551 19,551 19,551

Construction 5,939 8,435 5,750 5,938 5,939
American sections, international commission: 5,733 6,493 5,733 5,733 5,733
International fisheries commissions 14,548 16,702 14,549 15,548 15,649
Total, International commissions 45,772 52,043 45,583 46,772 46,772
Other
Payment to the Asia Foundation 8,250 15,000 8,000 e 8,250  .cciiereeeneennieens
Eisenhower Exchange Fellowship Program, trust fund 525 525 465 465 +465
Israeli Arab scholarship program 350 350 340 340 +340
East-West Center 12,500 . 12,500 12,500 +12,500
North/South Center. 2,500 1,750 +1,750
Nationai Endowment for Democracy 32,000 31,000 30,000 31,000 +31,000
Total, Department of State. 4,358,778 9,704,067 5,369,334 5,135,887 5,880,344 +1,521,566
Appropriations {4,358,778) (6,104,067) (5,369,334) (5,135,897) (5,880,344) (+1,521,566)

Advance appropriation: (3,600,000)
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DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE, STATE, THE JUDICIARY, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 2000— continued
(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1899 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
RELATED AGENCIES
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Arms control and disarmament activiti 41,500 -41,500
United States Information Agency
International information programs 455,246 -455,246
Technology fund (by transfer} (2,000 (-2,000}
Educational and culturat exchange program: 202,500 -202,500
Eisenhower Exchange Fellowship Program, trust fund ... 525 -525
Israeli Arab scholarship program 350 -350
International Broadcasting Operations 362,365 -362,365
Broadcasting to Cuba (direct) 22,085 -22,085
Radio construction 13,245 -13,245
East-West Center 12,500 -12,500
Noith /South Center. 1,750 -1,750
National Endowment for Democracy 31,000 -31,000
Total, United States Information Agency. 1,101,576 -1,101,576
Broadcasting Board of Governors
international Broad ing Operations 431,722 410,404 362,365 388,421 +388,421
Broadcasting to Cuba 23,664 22,095 +22,095
Broadcasting capital improvemer 20,868 11,258 13,245 11,258 +11,258
Total, Broadcasting Board of Governors 452,580 421,662 399,274 421,774 +421,774
Total, related agencies 1,143,076 452,590 421,662 399,274 421,774 -721,302
Total, title IV, Department of State 5,501,854 10,156,657 5,790,996 5,536,171 6,302,118 +800,264
Appropriations (6,501,854} (6,556,657) (5,790,986) (5,635,171) (6,302,118) (+800,264)
Advance appropriation: (3,600,000)
(By transfer) (25,223) (6,162) (6,162) {5,000) (6,162) (-19,061)
TITLE V - RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Maritime Administration
Maritime Security Program 89,650 98,700 98,700 98,700 96,200 +6,550
Operations and training 69,303 72,164 71,303 72,664 72,073 +2,770
Maritime Guaranteed Loan (Title XI) Program Account:
Guaranteed ioans subsidy 6,000 6,000 5,400 11,000 8,000 i
Administrative expenses 3,725 3,883 3,725 3,893 3,809 +84
Total, Maritime guaranteed loan program account .........coccoceverecceneennees 9,725 9,893 9,125 14,893 9,809 +84
Total, Maritime Administration 168,678 180,757 179,128 186,257 178,082 +9,404
Census Monitoring Board
Salaries and expenses 4,000  enerrnennenees 4,000
Commission for the Preservation
of America’s Heritage Abroad
Salaries and expenses 265 265 265 480 490 +225
Commission on Civil Rights
Salaries and expenses 8,900 11,000 8,900 8,900 8,900  .coiiiriieneeine
Commission on Electronic Commerce
Salaries and expenses 1,400 + 1,400
Commission on Security and Cooperation in Europe
Salaries and expenses 1,170 1,250 1,170 1,250 1,182 +12
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
Salaries and expenses 279,000 312,000 279,000 279,000 282,000 +3,000
Federal Communications Commission
Salaries and expenses 192,000 230,887 192,000 232,805 210,000 +18,000
Offsetting fee collections - current year. -172,523 -185,754 -185,754 -185,754 -185,754 -13,231
Direct appropriation 19,477 45,133 6,246 47,051 24,246 +4,769

Federal Maritime Commission
Salaries and expenses 14,150 15,300 14,150 14,180 14,150  .rrnenrmnentennns
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(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1998 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
Federal Trade Commission
Salaries and expenses 116,679 133,368 116,679 133,368 125,024 +8,345
Offsetting fee collections - carryover -30,000 -39,472 -39,472 -19,309 -21,000 +8,000
Offsetting fee collections - current year, -76,500 -93,896 -77,207 -114,059 -104,024 -27,524
Direct appropriation 10,179 -10,179
Legal Services Corporation
Payment to the Legal Services Corporation 300,000 340,000 250,000 300,000 305,000 +5,000
Marine Mammal Commission
Salaries and expenses 1,240 1,300 1,240 1,300 1,270 +30
Ocean Policy Commission
Salaries and expenses 3,500 -3,500
Securities and Exchange Commission
Salaries and expenses 23,000 -23,000
Current year fees 214,000 230,000 183,200 240,000 173,800 -40,200
1998 fees 87,000 130,800 130,800 130,800 194,000 +107,000
Direct appropriation 324,000 360,800 324,000 370,800 367,800 +43,800
Small Business Administration
Salaries and expenses 288,300 263,000 245,500 246,300 322,800 +34,500
Office of Inspector General 10,800 11,000 10,800 13,250 11,000 +200
Business Loans Program Account:
Direct loans subsidy 2,200 4,000 762 4,000 e -2,200
Guaranteed loans subsidy 128,030 144,388 128,030 164,368 137,800 +9,770
Administrative expenses 94,000 131,000 94,000 128,000 129,000 +35,000
Total, Business loans program account 224,230 279,368 222,792 297,368 266,800 +42,570
Disaster Loans Program Account:
Direct loans subsidy 76,329 39,400 138,400 77,700 140,400 +64,071
Contingent emergency appropriations 158,000
Admini expense: 116,000 86,000 116,000 86,000 136,000 420,000
Contingent emergency appropriations 75,000
Total, Disaster loans program account 192,329 358,400 255,400 163,700 276,400 +84,071
Surety bond guarantees revolving fund 3,300 -3,300
Total, Small Business Administration 718,959 911,768 734,492 720,618 877,000 +158,041
State Justice Institute
Salaries and expenses 5/ 6,850 15,000 e, 6,850 6,850
Total, title V, Related agencies 1,856,368 2,198,573 1,798,591 1,940,866 2,068,370 +212,002
Appropriations {1,856,368) (1,965,573) {1,798,591) (1,940,666) (2,068,370) (+212,002)
Contingent emergency appropriations (233,000)
TITLE V! - RESCISSIONS
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
General Administration
Working capital fund (rescission) -89,000 S22,57T et +89,000
Legal Activities
Assets forfeiture fund (rescission) -2,000 BLTST o +2,000
Federat Bureau of Investigation
FY 1998 FB! construction {rescission) -4,000 +4,000
No Year FBl salaries and expenses (rescission) -6,400 +6,400
FY 1996 VCRP (rescission) -2,000 +2,000
FY 1997 VCRP (rescission) -300 +300
Total, Federal Bureau of Investigation -12,700 +12,700
Drug Enforcement Administration
Drug d \ fund (rescission) -35,000 -35,000 -35,000
Immigration and Naturalization Service
Immigration emergency fund {rescission) B,000 e 1,137 e -1,137 +3,863
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(Amounts in thousands)

FY 1999 FY 2000 Conference
Enacted Request House Senate Conference vs. enacted
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
FY 1988 Commerce { ission}) -2,080 +2,090
National Institute of Standards and Technology
Industrial technology services (rescission) -6,000 +6,000
Nationat Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Operations, research and facilities (rescission of emergency appropriations). ......cccvvvceeecenne -3,400 s -3,400
DEPARTMENT OF STATE AND RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Administration of Foreign Affairs
Security and maintenance of United States Missions (rescission) -58,436
United States Information Agency
Buying power maintenance (rescission} -20,000 +20,000
Broadcasting Board of Governors
International broadcasting operations {rescission) -14,829 -18,780 -15,516 -15,618
RELATED AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Maritime Administration
Ship construction fund (rescission) -17,000 +17,000
Small Business Administration

Business Loans Program Account:

Guaranteed oans subsidy (rescission) 12,400 s -13,100 -13,100

General reduction -82,000
Total, title VI, Rescissions -163,790 -3,400 -28,368 -235,693 -84,753 +99,037

Appropriations (-92,000}
Rescissions (-163,790) coererreerrreeaeennaes (-28,366) (-140,293) (-64,753) (+99,037)

Rescission of emergency appropriation: {-3,400} (-3,400)

TITLE VIIl - OTHER APPROPRIATIONS
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
Federal Bureau of Investigation
Salaries and expenses 21,680 -21,680
Drug Enforcement Administration
Salaries and expenses 10,200 -10,200
Immigration and Naturalization Service
Salaries and expenses 10,000 -10,000
Border affairs 80,000 -80,000
Department of Justice (Y2K conversion) 84,396 -84,396
Total, Department of Justice 206,276 -206,276
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND RELATED AGENCIES
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
Operations, research, and facilities 5,000 -5,000
Department of Commerce {Y2K conversion) 57,920 -57,920
Total, Department of Commerce 62,920 -62,820
THE JUDICIARY
Judicial information technology fund (Y2K conversion)..........ewccecniesssin 13,044 -13,044
DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Administration of Foreign Affairs

Diplomatic and consular programs 790,771 -790,771
Salaries and expenses 12,000 -12,000
Office of Inspector General 1,000 -1,000
Security and maintenance of United States missions ... 677,500 -677,500
Emergencies in the diplomatic and consular service 12,929 -12,829
Department of State (Y2K conversion} 64,818 -64,918

Total, Department of State 1,559,118 -1,558,118
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RELATED AGENCIES
Small Business Administration
Disaster Loans Program Account:
Direct loans subsidy 71,000 -71,000
Administrative expenses 30,000 -30,000
Total, Disaster loans program account 101,000 -101,000
Small Business Administration (Y2K conversion) 4,840 -4,840
Total, Small Business Administration 105,840 -105,840
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Maritime Administration (Y2K conversion) 530 -630
Federal Communications Commission (Y2K conversion) ............ceeeuaceceneas 8,516 -8,518
Federal Trade Commission (Y2K conversion) 550 -850
Marine Mammat Commission (Y2K conversion) 38 -38
Office of the US Trade Representative (Y2K conversion)... 498 -498
Securities and Exchange Commission (Y2K conversion).. 8,175 -8,175
United States information Agency (Y2K conversion) 9,562 -9,562
Total, title VIIl, emergency appropriation: 1,975,087 -1,975,067
Grand total:

New budget (obligational) authority 36,197,272 49,812,980 37,677,283 35,384,564 39,630,967 +3,433,695
Appropriations (28,944,995) (36,106,208) (28,970,583) (31,378,257) (31,004,654) (+2,059,659)
Emergency appropriations (1,975,087)  ceeeeeeiecirninans (4,476,253} oot (4,476,253) (+2,501,186)
Contingent emergency appropriations (233,000)

Advance appropriation (9,262,345}

Rescissions (-234,790) (-1,187) (-29,553) (-140,293) (-65,840) (+ 168,850}
Rescission of emergency appropriation: {-3,400}  .ovirrrenrneinnes (-3,400)

Crime trust fund {5,512,000) (4,216,016) (4,260,000) {4,150,000) (4,216,000) {-1,206,000)

(By transfen) (88,604) (78,088) (181,822) (71,426) (173,707) (+85,103)

1/ The Administration’s request proposes to eliminate this account and distribute the funding to GLA, US Attorneys, US Marshails, FBIl, DEA and INS.
2/ The Administration’s June 8, 1999 budget amendment proposes to reinstate the 245(i) adjustment of status fee, which would increase receipts in the Breached Bond Fund by $110

million.

3/ The President’s request includes $30 million for the Police Corps within the hiring program.
4/ As a result of the Foreign Affairs Reform and Restructuring Act of 1998 and other changes, the amounts requested and recommended in FY 2000 include amounts appropriated
separately in previous fiscal years for State Department, USIA and ACDA salaries and expenses.

5/ The President’s budget proposed $5 million for State Justice Institute.




November 18, 1999

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
will the Chair advise how much time is
remaining on each side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) has 15% minutes remain-
ing, and the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) has 15 minutes remaining.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 2% minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. PORTER), the chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Labor,
Health and Human Services, and Edu-
cation of the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time and for his leadership in bringing
this bill to final passage.

Mr. Speaker, compromise is the na-
ture of our process under the Constitu-
tion, and the American people are the
winners with this legislation.

In the Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education portion of the
bill we have plussed up Job Corps, con-
solidated health centers, and Ryan
White AIDS they are at the highest
priority. | am particularly proud that
we have funded biomedical research
through the National Institutes of
Health with a 15 percent increase, or
$2.3 billion. This is the second 15 per-
cent increase in a row toward our goal
of doubling funding for biomedical re-
search over 5 years. This is the best
spent money in all of government and
lengthens and protects the lives of
every American.

In education, we increased the over-
all account by $2.2 billion over FY 1999
and included large increases for impact
aid, for Pell Grants, for the TRIO pro-
gram, and a very large increase for spe-
cial education, allowing our local
school districts a great deal more flexi-
bility with their own money.

Now, Mr. Speaker, for the record, |
want to ensure that our intent on sec-
tion 210, the provision concerning the
Secretary’s organ transplantation rule,
is totally clear. Section 210 delays for
42 days publication of the organ trans-
plant rule to allow the Secretary to
consult with the transplant commu-
nity. The provision is the result of dif-
ficult negotiations between Members of
both bodies and the administration.

O 1630

Our provision originally provided for
a 90-day delay with a required 60-day
comment period. Based on the agree-
ment between myself; the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOUNG), the chair-
man of the committee; the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY), the rank-
ing member of the subcommittee and
the full committee; the chairman of
the Senate subcommittee, Senator
SPECTER; and the administration, we
changed the comment period from 60
days to 21 days and provided 21 days for
the Secretary to review the comments.

There has been a major study by the
Institute of Medicine Study on this
issue and several periods of comment
either have occurred or will occur
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under the proposed rule. The com-
promise assures that those with an in-
terest in this issue will have one more
chance to comment and have these
comments reviewed. As a result, our
agreement includes language in the
Statement of the Managers that there
will be no further delay following the
42-day period.

Mr. Speaker, this was a difficult ne-
gotiation. However, | believe that the
provisions of this bill represent the
true compromise between all parties,
and not a provision placed in the work-
er incentive bill without the knowledge
or any participation in the negotia-
tions by those at our table, including
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services and the Director of OMB that
were there in our negotiation.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 30 seconds to engage in a colloquy
with the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
PORTER).

Mr. Speaker, the conference agree-
ment encourages the Secretary of
Labor to spend up to $2 million to an-
swer several questions relating to the
costs and benefits of safety and health
programs. But am | correct in stating
that the conferees do not intend in any
way that the Secretary delay her rule-
making on safety and health programs
while developing this information?

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. | yield to the gentleman
from lllinois.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is correct. It was not our intent
in funding this data collection to block
or delay the issuance of the safety and
health program standard.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for his comments; and |
want to say it has been a pleasure to
work with him, as usual.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, we have come a long
way from where we started in this ses-
sion.

Originally, the Republican budget
resolution that was presented in this
House maintained the fiction that we
could afford a huge tax cut with 70 per-
cent of the benefit going to persons
earning over $100,000 a year and still
not do damage to the rest of our na-
tional priorities.

That tax cut would have used every
single dollar that could have been used
to extend the life of Social Security
and Medicare. And the public under-
stands that; and in the end they, |
think, by their actions in the polls,
convinced our friends on the Repub-
lican side to begin to walk away from
that issue.

In September, we were given a dif-
ferent problem because the majority
established a budget allocation for the
bill containing Education and Health
and Labor programs which would have
resulted in cutting education funding
by almost one-third in real terms. We
said no to that. The President said no
to that. And the shape of these appro-
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priations bills today is far different as
a result.

I want to publicly thank the Presi-
dent. I want to publicly thank the Vice
President. | want to thank the Presi-
dent’s Chief of Staff, John Podesta;
Jack Lew, his principal budget nego-
tiator; and all the others who stood
with us fighting for smaller class sizes,
fighting for quality teachers, fighting
for more cops on the beat, fighting
against legislation that threatened en-
vironmental cleanup, fighting against
short-sighted efforts to limit our inter-
national leadership responsibilities
abroad.

I am also proud of the fact that we
have in the area of education provided
for additional support for comprehen-
sive school reform, for additional sup-
port for teacher training, additional
support for smaller class size, and addi-
tional support to assist local school
districts to reduce high school size in
order to get a better handle on student
violence and juvenile adolescent behav-
ior.

I am also proud of the fact that,
under this bill, 10 States will be pro-
vided planning grants in order to de-
velop plans for a Federal-State part-
nership to cover all of their citizens
with health coverage. | think that is a
major breakthrough; and 1 hope it
leads to ending the abomination in this
country, the moral abomination of
having some 40 million people in this
country without health insurance.

But | am still going to oppose this
bill despite all of those features be-
cause someone, | believe, has to stand
for the institutional need to present
budgets in a forthright way.

Three years ago, when the executive
and legislative branches of Govern-
ment agreed on a budget deal, | called
it a public lie. | said, if it was not a
public lie, it was at least a giant public
fib, because it was promising that Con-
gress would live by spending levels
that, in fact, it would never live by.
And history has demonstrated that to
be correct.

Last year, Congress spent $35 billion
more than that budget agreement pro-
vided; and this year it is spending
much more than that before the limits.
Some of that spending is outrageous,
and some of it is perfectly defensible.

I do not so much object to some of
that spending as | object to the fact
that the Congress, in my view, is sim-
ply lying about it and pretending that
it is not taking place. That, | think, is
an even more fundamental problem.

It is clear to me that, in the end,
after all of their initial efforts to cut
all of the priorities that the President
has been fighting for, it is clear that
the Republican majority in this House,
in order to get out of town, was willing
to give the President virtually every-
thing he asked for in spending so long
as we would adopt accounting fictions
that would hide what, in fact, we were
doing. And that is the honest truth.

So, Mr. Speaker, | will vote against
this. | understand there are many good
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things in the bill, and 1 am proud to
have helped negotiate some of them.
But, in the end, | believe that next
year we are going to come back here
with the budget problem being fun-
damentally worse because of the
fictions we have in this bill.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. BLILEY),
the chairman of our Committee on
Commerce.

(Mr. BLILEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for vyielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong support
of this bill. There are a few items in
particular that |1 would like to high-
light from the Medicare provisions of
this bill.

First, it directs a significant amount
of new monies toward hospitals. This
includes more funds for small, rural
hospitals and for patients who receive
cancer treatments, those most in need
of assistance. Congress cannot allow
these hospitals, which serve an impor-
tant role in our communities, to close
their doors.

Additionally, we provide new monies
for the Medicare+Choice program. This
vital program gives seniors the option
to choose a private health plan instead
of remaining in the traditional Medi-
care program.

I am also proud to have strengthened
this bill by including $150 million to
pay for immunosuppressive drugs for
transplant patients. Medicare cur-
rently only covers these drugs for 36
months. Through our work in the Con-
ference Committee, however, we have
ensured that organ transplants will
have greater access to these life-saving
drugs for a longer period of time. Ac-
cess of these drugs to patients could
literally mean the difference between
life and death.

Finally, this bill dedicates more
funding for community health centers
and rural health clinics, for S-CHIP,
and also for State outreach efforts for
former welfare recipients.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong support
of the “Medicare, Medicaid and S—-CHIP Bal-
ance Budget Refinement Act of 1999.” This
bill restores needed funds to hospitals, nursing
homes, managed care providers, and home
health agencies most seriously impacted by
changes made in the Balanced Budget Act of
1997.

The Conference Report, included in this om-
nibus bill, reflects many hours of hard work in
the House and the Senate. | want to particu-
larly commend the efforts of Members of the
Commerce Committee, Ways and Means
Committee and the Senate Finance Com-
mittee. | am pleased that we were able to
come together and craft this bill—there is
much to be proud of in the legislation.

Congress made some very important
changes to the Medicare and Medicaid pro-
grams when it passed the Balanced Budget
Act. The Medicare program was facing bank-
ruptcy and seniors’ choice of private health
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plans and providers was limited. The Balanced
Budget Act changed that and helped ensure
the vitality of this program for years into the
future.

In that legislation, the Commerce Committee
also helped create the State Children’s Health
Insurance Program—otherwise known as S-—
CHIP—to provide health coverage for millions
of low-income uninsured children. It was his-
toric legislation and | am very proud of it.

But in some areas we all went a little too
far. Now we are doing the right thing by going
back and refining some of the policies put into
effect by the BBA to address some of the un-
intended consequences of that legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I'm proud of the work the
Committees in both chambers put into this bill.
I know it enjoys wide bipartisan support and
deserves the support of all my colleagues.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. THOMAS).

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding the 1
minute.

Mr. Speaker, I am here to point to
that portion of the deal that deals with
seniors and the disabled in the Medi-
care section. This would not have hap-
pened without a bipartisan, coopera-
tive effort.

I especially want to thank the staff:
Ann Marie Lynch and the majority
committee, Bill Vaughn, for his will-
ingness to maintain confidentiality as
we worked on this; the commerce staff,
especially the members of the Sub-
committee on both Ways and Means
and Commerce; chairmen of the full
committee, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARCHER) and the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. BLILEY), who just spoke;
my friends and colleagues, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHN-
SON) and the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. McCRERY), without which the con-
gressional portion would not have been
put together.

I want to thank Chris Jennings from
the  White House, Nancy Ann
MinDeParle at the Health Care Financ-
ing Administration and Bonnie Wash-
ington.

Details of the Medicare measure can
be found at TND.house.gov. This lays
the groundwork for next year.

Republicans brought prevention in
Medicare in 1997. We brought refine-
ment this year. And working in a coop-
erative way, as evidenced by my friend
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN), the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. KLECzKA), and other Democrats,
we can move forward in modernizing
Medicare next year as well.

I want to thank them all. There is no
reason in the world why my colleagues
should not vote yes on this measure.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN).

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I thank my colleague from Wisconsin
for yielding 1 minute to me.

The previous speaker said there
should be no reason to vote against
this bill. 1 will give my colleagues one
darn good reason why we should not
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vote for this bill, because this bill con-
tains within it anti-dairy provisions
which go right to the bottom line of
the dairy farmers in the upper Mid-
west.

| really do applaud this Medicare pro-
vision. | would like to thank the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS),
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Health, for including very important
Medicare language which helps south-
ern Wisconsin Medicare beneficiaries.

But what this legislation includes is
legislation that has not even passed
through the House of Representatives
or through the United States Senate
which goes right to the bottom line of
the dairy farmers in the upper Mid-
west.

Mr. Speaker, | implore my col-
leagues, let us bring this legislation
down the pike on regular order, not
tack it on this ugly Christmas tree as
a big ugly ornament.

This legislation is not fair for our
dairy farmers. This legislation takes
them and puts them at a competitive
disadvantage against all other farmers
in the country. And it revokes the free
market principles that we were elected
to protect.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN), chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in
support of this omnibus bill. I com-
mend the House leadership, the major-
ity leader, the majority whip, in addi-
tion to the Committee on Appropria-
tions chairman, the distinguished gen-
tleman, for their untiring efforts to fi-
nalize the conference report on the
H.R. 3194 and for their willingness to
include it in certain important author-
ization measures. | also extend thanks
to House staffers Bill Inglee, Brian
Gunderson, and Susan Hirschman for
their diligent efforts on our behalf.

In particular, this package includes
the authorization for the important
U.N. reform and arrears payment pack-
age as well as other significant pro-
grams, such as the 5-year authorization
for a greatly enhanced embassy secu-
rity program to protect American per-
sonnel and facilities abroad and a 10-
year authorization for Radio Free Asia.

The legislative vehicle by which this
is accomplished is the inclusion of H.R.
3427, introduced by the distinguished
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
SMITH) of the Subcommittee on Inter-
national Operations and Human
Rights; the gentlewoman from Georgia
(Ms. McKINNEY), the ranking Democrat
on that subcommittee; and the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. GEJDEN-
SON), the committee’s ranking member;
and myself.

H.R. 3427 reflects the House and Sen-
ate agreements that were reached on
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H.R. 2415 and S. 886, the Senate amend-
ments to H.R. 2415. This compromise
measure also accommodates numerous
requests of the administration. The
House Committee on International Re-
lations worked diligently to produce a
bipartisan bill in concert with our col-
leagues on the Senate Foreign Rela-
tions Committee.

I thank the leadership of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and | urge
my colleagues to fully support this om-
nibus measure.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOUNG) has 9 minutes remaining,
and the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY) has 8%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. GREEN).

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman for yielding
me the time and for his leadership on
the issue that he and | are joined to-
gether on, and that is dairy.

I must reluctantly urge my col-
leagues to vote against this bill today
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because of the dairy provisions that it
contains.

It is real important to understand
what has not happened today with the
inclusion of these provisions. We have
not done one thing to help dairy farm-
ers in this Nation. We have not ad-
dressed the fact that most of the dairy
farmers that we are losing in this Na-
tion we are losing in the upper Mid-
west. In my home State, we are losing

five each and every single day.
We have not addressed the fact that

many of the Nation’s largest co-ops are
gouging our dairy farmers, under-
paying them. And we have not taken
one step away from the Soviet style
dairy system that has ruled this coun-
tré since 1937. o
ecause of what this bill does not do
in dairy, | must reluctantly urge a no
vote.
Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALSH), the very distin-
guished chairman of our Subcommittee
on VA, HUD and Independent Agencies.
Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, congratu-
lations to the chairman. We did it. We
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balanced the budget, as we said we
would. We cut the national debt by
over $100 billion with this budget, as we
said we would. And we did it without
touching the Social Security trust fund
for the first time in this half century.

Remember back in his State of the
Union address, the President promised
to spend 38 percent of the Social Secu-
rity trust fund for the surplus for So-
cial Security. We said, no, Mr. Presi-
dent, we want 100 percent of that sur-
plus. And that is what we did. We gave
our troops in the field a good solid pay
raise, and they deserve it.

Let me say, Mr. Speaker, on dairy, it
would be terribly wrong for us to harm
75 percent of the farmers, the dairy
farmers in this country by supporting
the Glickman-Clinton dairy proposal.
It is wrong for the country. The Con-
gress is on record opposing that legisla-
tion.

What is in this bill was supported by
380 Members of the Congress. This is
good legislation. 1 urge my colleagues
to support it.

NOTICE

Incomplete record of House proceedings. Except for concluding business which follows,
today’s House proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mrs. CApps (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today and the balance of
the week on account of family illness.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. MaLONEY of Connecticut, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Mrs. CLAYTON, for 5 minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BARTON of Texas) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. LEACH, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BARTON of Texas, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mrs. MYRICK, for 5 minutes, today.

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of
the following titles:

S. 278. An act to direct the Secretary of the
Interior to convey certain lands to the coun-
ty of Rio Arriba, New Mexico.

S. 382. An act to establish the Minuteman
Missile National Historic Site in the State of
South Dakota, and for other purposes.

S. 1235. An act to amend part G of title | of
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets
Act of 1968 to allow railroad police officers to
attend the Federal Bureau of Investigation
National Academy for law enforcement
training.

S. 1398. An act to clarify certain bound-
aries on maps relating to the Coastal Barrier
Resources System.

JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED
TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on this day
present to the President, for his ap-
proval, a joint resolution of the House
of the following title:

H.J. Res. 83. A joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2000, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House do now
adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 p.m.), under its previous
order, the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, November 19, 1999, at
noon.

OATH OF OFFICE OF MEMBERS,
RESIDENT COMMISSIONER, AND
DELEGATES

The oath of office required by the
sixth article of the Constitution of the

United States, and as provided by sec-
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23
Stat. 22), to be administered to Mem-
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele-
gates of the House of Representatives,
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C.
3331:

“l AB, do solemnly swear (or af-
firm) that | will support and defend
the Constitution of the United
States against all enemies, foreign
and domestic; that | will bear true
faith and allegiance to the same;
that | take this obligation freely,
without any mental reservation or
purpose of evasion; and that | will
well and faithfully discharge the
duties of the office on which I am
about to enter. So help me God.”’

has been subscribed to in person and
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the
House of Representatives by the fol-
lowing Member of the 106th Congress,
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C.
25:

JOE BACA, Forty-second, California.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

5439. A letter from the Associate Adminis-

trator, Dairy Programs, Agricultural Mar-
keting Service, transmitting the Service’s
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final rule—Milk in the New England and
Other Marketing Areas; Exemption of Han-
dlers Operating Plants in Clark County, Ne-
vada, From Order Requirements [Docket No.
DA-00-01] received November 17, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

5440. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Herbicide
Safener HOE-107892; Extension of Tolerance
for Emergency Exemptions [OPP-300933;
FRL-6385-5] (RIN: 2070-AB78) received No-
vember 17, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5441. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Glyphosate;
Pesticide Tolerance [OPP-300946; FRL-6390-5]
(RIN: 2070-AB78) received November 17, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

5442. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clopyralid; Pes-
ticide Tolerances for Emergency Exemptions
[OPP-300938; FRL-6388-5] (RIN: 2070-AB78) re-
ceived November 17, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

5443. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Avermectin Bl
and its delta-8,9-isomer; Extension of Toler-
ance for Emergency Exemptions [OPP-300948;
FRL-6391-8] (RIN: 2070-AB78) received No-
vember 17, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

5444. A letter from the Acquisition and
Technology, Principal Deputy Under Sec-
retary of Defense, transmitting a report en-
titled ““Establishing an Entitlement to Re-
imburse Rental Car Costs to Military Service
Members’”’; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

5445. A letter from the Secretary of De-
fense, transmitting a Report On Proposed
Obligations For Weapons Destruction And
Non-Proliferation In The Former Soviet
Union; to the Committee on Armed Services.

5446. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; States of Colorado, Utah and Wy-
oming; General Conformity [CO-001-0035a;
UT-001-0023a; WY-001-0004a; FRL-6471-4] re-
ceived November 17, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

5447. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; New Jersey; Approval of Carbon
Monoxide State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion; Determination of Carbon Monoxide At-
tainment; Removal of Oxygenated Gasoline
Program [Region 2 Docket No. NJ37-2-203
FRL-6477-3] received November 17, 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

5448. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; lowa Update to Materials Incor-
porated by Reference [IA 075-1075: FRL-6462—
3] received November 17, 1999, pursuant to 5
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U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

5449. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—NESHAPS:
Final Standards for Hazardous Air Pollut-
ants for Hazardous Waste Combustors [FRL—
6477-9] (RIN: 2050-AEO01) received November
17, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Commerce.

5450. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants:
Generic Maximum Achievable Control Tech-
nology [AD-FRL-6478-8] (RIN: 2060-AG91) re-
ceived November 17, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

5451. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants:
Generic Maximum Achievable Control Tech-
nology; Process Wastewater Provisions [AD-
FRL-6478-6] (RIN: 2060-Al53) received No-
vember 17, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

5452. A letter from the Chief, Policy and
Programming Division, Federal Communica-
tions Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule—In the Matter of Imple-
mentation of Local Competition Provisions
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 [CC
Docket No. 96-98] received November 17, 1999,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

5453. A letter from the Deputy Chief, Wire-
less Telecommunications Bureau, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s final rule—Allocation of
Spectrum Below 5 GHz Transferred from
Federal Government Use [ET Docket No. 94—
32] received November 17, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

5454. A letter from the Assistant Bureau
Chief, Management, International Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule—
Amendment of the Commission’s Regulatory
Policies to Allow Non-U.S. Licensed Space
Stations to Provide Domestic and Inter-
national Satellite Service in the United
States [IB Docket No. 96-111] received No-
vember 17, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

5455. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Landowner
Notification, Expanded Categorical Exclu-
sions, and Other Environmental Filing Re-
quirements (Docket No. RM98-17-000; Order
No. 609) received November 17, 1999, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

5456. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a copy of Presidential Deter-
mination No. 2000-07, authorizing the fur-
nishing of assistance from the Emergency
Refugee and Migration Assistance Fund to
meet the urgent needs related to the Timor
crisis and for the North Caucasus crisis, pur-
suant to 22 U.S.C. 2601(c)(3); to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

5457. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting a report
on progress toward a negotiated settlement
of the Cyprus question covering the period
August 1, 1999, to September 30, 1999, pursu-
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2373(c); to the Committee on
International Relations.

5458. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
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transmitting the justification and designa-
tion of Burma, China, Iran, Iraq, and Sudan
as ‘‘countries of particular concern” for hav-
ing engaged in or tolerated particularly se-
vere violations of religious freedom; to the
Committee on International Relations.

5459. A letter from the Chairman and Chief
Executive Officer, Chemical Safety and Haz-
ard Investigation Board, transmitting the
Board’s Annual Report on Audit and Inves-
tigative Activities for Fiscal Year 1999, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) sec-
tion 5(b); to the Committee on Government
Reform.

5460. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, transmitting a list of General Account-
ing Office reports from the previous month;
to the Committee on Government Reform.

5461. A letter from the Secretary of Trans-
portation, transmitting the Semiannual Re-
port of the Office of Inspector General for
the period ended September 30, 1999, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section
5(b); to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

5462. A letter from the the Chief Adminis-
trative Officer, U.S. House of Representa-
tives, transmitting the quarterly report of
the Statement of Disbursements of the
House of Representatives covering receipts
and expenditures of appropriations and other
funds for the period July 1, 1999 through Sep-
tember 30, 1999, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 104a; (H.
Doc. No. 106-125); to the Committee on House
Administration and ordered to be printed.

5463. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Indiana Regulatory Program [SPATS No.
IN-143-FOR; State Program Amendment No.
98-5] received November 17, 1999, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

5464. A letter from the Office of Surface
Mining, Department of the Interior, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Mary-
land Regulatory Program [MD-044-FOR] re-
ceived November 17, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

5465. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Ohio Regulatory Program [OH-246-FOR] re-
ceived November 17, 1999, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

5466. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, Secretary of the Army, transmitting
notification of the intention of the Depart-
ment of the Army and the Department of Ag-
riculture to interchange jurisdiction of Mili-
tary and National Forest System lands at
the Army’s Fort Hunter Liggett Military
Reservation, California, and the USDA For-
est Service’s Toiyabe National Forest in
Mineral County, Nevada, pursuant to 16
U.S.C. 505a; jointly to the Committees on
Armed Services and Resources.

5467. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Civilian Radioactive Waste Manage-
ment, Department of Energy, transmitting a
report entitled “A Roadmap for Developing
Accelerator Transmutation of Waste Tech-
nology—A Report to Congress’; jointly to
the Committees on Commerce and Science.

5468. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting activities
taken relative to Medicare approved home
health agencies including the status, imple-
mentation and impact of the revised survey
cycle; jointly to the Committees on Ways
and Means and Commerce.

5469. A letter from the Chairman of the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission, Chair-
man of the Commodity Futures Trading
Commission, Secretary of Treasury, Chair-
man of transmitting the President’s Working
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Group on Financial Markets entitled ‘““Over-
the-Counter Derivatives Markets and the
Commodity Exchange Act’; jointly to the
Committees on Agriculture, Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, and Commerce.

5470. A letter from the Acting, Executive
Office of the President, transmitting a legis-
lative proposal entitled, ‘“Southeast Europe
Trade Preference Act’’; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means, Education and
the Workforce, and Agriculture.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. LEACH: Committee on Banking and
Financial Services. H.R. 1095. A bill to re-
quire the United States to take action to
provide bilateral debt relief, and improve the
provision of multilateral debt relief, in order
to give a fresh start to poor countries; with
an amendment (Rept. 106-483 Pt. 1). Ordered
to be printed.

Mr. SHUSTER: Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. H.R. 728. A bill to
amend the Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act to authorize the Secretary of
Agriculture to provide cost share assistance
for the rehabilitation of structural measures
constructed as part of water resource
projects previously funded by the Secretary
under such Act or related laws; with amend-
ments (Rept. 106-484 Pt. 1). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: Committee on Re-
sources. H.R. 2669. A bill to reauthorize the
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, and
for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 106-485). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the Union.

TIME LIMITATION OF REFERRED
BILL

Pursuant to clause 5 of rule X the fol-
lowing action was taken by the Speak-
er:

H.R. 1838. Referral to the Committee on
Armed Services extended for a period ending
not later than November 19, 1999.

H.R. 3081. Referral to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce extended for a
period ending not later than November 19,
1999.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for
herself and Mr. CARDIN):

H.R. 3443. A bill to amend part E of title IV
of the Social Security Act to provide States
with more funding and greater flexibility in
carrying out programs designed to help chil-
dren make the transition from foster care to
self-sufficiency, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means, and in
addition to the Committee on Commerce, for
a period to be subsequently determined by
the Speaker, in each case for consideration
of such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE (for her-
self, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. WATTS
of Oklahoma, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mrs.
CUBIN, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. COBURN, Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr.
PAuUL, Mr. GOODE, Mr. HASTINGS of
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Washington, Mr. CANNON, Mr. SMITH
of Michigan, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. PICKETT,
Mr. HiLL of Montana, Mr. BATEMAN,
Mr. RYUN of Kansas, and Mr. WICK-
ER):

H.R. 3444. A bill to repeal section 658 of
Public Law 104-208, commonly referred to as
the LAUTENBERG amendment; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. FOWLER:

H.R. 3445. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to allow the Secretaries of the
military departments to authorize civilian
special agents of their respective military
criminal investigative organizations to exe-
cute warrants and make arrests; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. OBERSTAR:

H.R. 3446. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the Surface Transportation Board,
to enhance railroad competition, to protect
collective bargaining agreements, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington (for
himself and Mr. WALDEN of Oregon):

H.R. 3447. A bill to amend the Pacific
Northwest Electric Power Planning and Con-
servation Act to provide for sales of elec-
tricity by the Bonneville Power Authority to
joint operating entities; to the Committee
on Resources, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself, Mr.
DooLEY of California, Mr. BOEHLERT,
and Mrs. TAUSCHER):

H.R. 3448. A bill to improve the manage-
ment of environmental information and to
encourage innovation in the pursuit of en-
hanced environmental quality, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, and the Budg-
et, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. GREENWOOD:

H.R. 3449. A bill to amend the Clean Air
Act to provide for a State waiver of the re-
quirements concerning the oxygen content of
gasoline; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. EHLERS:

H.R. 3450. A bill to direct the Archivist of
the United States to transfer certain Federal
land located in the State of Michigan to the
Gerald R. Ford Foundation in trust, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. ABERCROMBIE:

H.R. 3451. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow the unused portion
of the low-income housing credit for build-
ings financed with tax exempt State bonds to
be used for the construction of military
housing in the State; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. BAKER (for himself, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. STUMP, Mr. TRAFICANT,
Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. WAMP,
Mrs. BoNO, Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE,
Mr. BACHUS, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas,
Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. TAuzIN, and
Mr. TANCREDO):

H.R. 3452. A bill to establish conditions on
the payment of certain balances under the
Panama Canal Act of 1979; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

By Mr. GOODLATTE:

H.R. 3453. A bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 to require the Secretary of Agri-
culture to purchase additional commodities
for distribution under section 214 of the
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Emergency Food Assistance Act of 1983 for
fiscal years 2001 and 2002; to the Committee
on Agriculture.

By Mr. CHAMBLISS:

H.R. 3454. A bill to designate the United
States post office located at 451 College
Street in Macon, Georgia, as the ‘‘Henry
McNeal Turner Post Office'*; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (for
herself, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD,
Ms. KILPATRICK, Ms. LEE, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. GREEN of Texas,
Mr. McDERMOTT, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. KUCINICH, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. MENEN-
DEZ, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. CRAMER, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Ms. BRowN of Flor-
ida, Mr. DAvis of Illinois, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. NAPOLITANO,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. FARR of California,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. UDpALL of Colo-
rado, Mr. FORD, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.
FORBES, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr. JEFFER-
SON, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
LARSON, Mr. OWENS, Mr. BALDACCI,
Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr.
BAcA, Mr. MEeks of New York, Mr.
BAIRD, Mr. STRICKLAND, and Mr.
LAMPSON):

H.R. 3455. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act with respect to mental
health services for children, adolescents and
their families; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mr. COBLE:

H.R. 3456. A bill to amend statutory dam-
ages provisions of title 17, United States
Code; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. UPTON (for himself, Mr. STu-
PAK, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr.
BLILEY, and Mr. ROEMER):

H.R. 3457. A bill to amend the Controlled
Substances Act to direct the emergency
scheduling of gamma hydroxybutyric acid,
to provide for a national awareness cam-
paign, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on the Judiciary, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. PRYCE of Ohio:

H.R. 3458. A bill to reduce the incidence of
child abuse and neglect, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ANDREWS:

H.R. 3459. A bill to provide that a person
who brings a product liability action in a
Federal or State court for injuries sustained
from a product which is not in compliance
with a voluntary or mandatory standard
issued by the Consumer Product Safety Com-
mission may recover treble damages, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, and in addition to the Committee on
Commerce, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. BACHUS (for himself and Mr.
JoNEs of North Carolina):

H.R. 3460. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to require the consent of a
member of the Armed Forces before admin-
istering the member with an investigational
new drug or drug unapproved for its applied
use; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mrs. BIGGERT (for herself and Mr.
TRAFICANT):

H.R. 3461. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to establish additional
provisions to combat waste, fraud, and abuse
within the Medicare Program, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
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Means, and in addition to the Committees on
Commerce, and the Judiciary, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. BOEHNER (for himself, Mr.

OXLEY, and Mr. PORTMAN):

H.R. 3462. A bill to amend title | of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 to establish certain requirements en-
forceable under such title relating to certain
stock purchase arrangements maintained by
employers for employees, and to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to provide fa-
vorable treatment for such arrangements
meeting such requirements, subject to cer-
tain restrictions on disposition of trans-
ferred shares; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, and in addition to
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. BONIOR (for himself, Mr.
LEVIN, Ms. STABENOW, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
HINCHEY, and Mr. HORN):

H.R. 3463. A bill to amend title 36, United
States Code, to grant a Federal charter to
the Ukrainian American Veterans, Incor-
porated; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BOSWELL:

H.R. 3464. A bill to establish a cooperative
program of the Department of Agriculture,
the Department of Energy, and the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to evaluate the
feasibility of using only fuel blended with
ethanol to power municipal vehicles; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. BRADY of Texas (for himself,
Mr. MCINTOSH, and Mr. BRYANt):

H.R. 3465. A bill to provide safer schools
and a better educational environment; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. CAMP (for himself, Mrs. JOHN-
soN of Connecticut, and Mrs. THUR-
MAN):

H.R. 3466. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the credit for
electricity produced from certain renewable
resources to energy produced from landfill
gas; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CAMPBELL:

H.R. 3467. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to direct the Secretary of De-
fense to establish procedures for ensuring
that persons reporting instances of suspected
child abuse occurring on military installa-
tions may submit such reports anonymously;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. CANNON:

H.R. 3468. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to convey to certain water
rights to Duchesne City, Utah; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. EVANS (for himself and Mr.
LEACH):

H.R. 3469. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide for the coverage and
treatment of overhead costs of United States
factories and arsenals when not making sup-
plies for the Army, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin:

H.R. 3470. A bill to provide for the appoint-
ment of 1 additional Federal district judge
for the eastern district of Wisconsin, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. GREENWOOD:

H.R. 3471. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Health and Human Services to carry out
demonstration projects to increase the sup-
ply of organs donated for human transplan-
tation; to the Committee on Commerce.
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By Mr. HOLT:

H.R. 3472. A bill to provide for mandatory
licensing and registration of handguns; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3473. A bill to amend the Omnibus
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to
restrict the transfer by local law enforce-
ment agencies of certain firearms; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 3474. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on Fungaflor 500 EC; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

H.R. 3475. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on NORBLOC 7966; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

H.R. 3476. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on Imazalil; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon:

H.R. 3477. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to require credit card state-
ments to include the date by which a con-
sumer’s payment by mail must be post-
marked in order to avoid the late fee and to
prohibit a late fee for a consumer’s payment
by mail which is postmarked by such date,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

By Ms. KAPTUR (for herself, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Mr. GILLMOR, and Mr. HAN-
SEN):

H.R. 3478. A bill to establish a compensa-
tion program for the contractors of the De-
partments of Energy and Defense and beryl-
lium vendors who sustained a beryllium-re-
lated illness due to the performance fo their
duty, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to
the Committees on Education and the Work-
force, and Armed Services, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mrs. KELLY (for herself, Mr.
FRANKS of New Jersey, and Mr. JONES
of North Carolina):

H.R. 3479. A bill to authorize the Small
Business Administration to make grants and
loans to small business concerns, and grants
to agricultural enterprises, to enable such
concerns and enterprises to reopen for busi-
ness after a natural or other disaster; to the
Committee on Small Business.

By Mr. KLINK (for himself and Ms.
DEGETTE):

H.R. 3480. A bill to amend title XIX and
XXI1 of the Social Security Act to expand en-
rollment of children under the Medicaid and
State children’s health insurance program
(SCHIP) through the expanded use of pre-
sumptive eligibility; to the Committee on
Commerce.

By Mrs. LOWEY:

H.R. 3481. A bill to impose a 2-year morato-
rium on the issuance of new Federal licenses
to deal in firearms; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut:

H.R. 3482. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to assure access of Medi-
care beneficiaries to prescription drug cov-
erage through the NICE drug benefit pro-
gram; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. MARKEY::

H.R. 3483. A bill to amend the Federal secu-
rities laws to enhance oversight over certain
derivatives dealers and hedge funds, reduce
the potential for such entitles to increase
systemic risk in the financial markets, en-
hance investor protections, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. McCOLLUM (for himself and
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut):
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H.R. 3484. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to provide that certain sexual
crimes against children are predicate crimes
for the interception of communications, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. McCOLLUM (for himself, Mr.
DELAY, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr.
ROGAN, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. TIAHRT, and
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN):

H.R. 3485. A bill to modify the enforcement
of certain anti-terrorism judgments, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

By Mr. MORAN of Kansas:

H.R. 3486. A bill to protect previously ap-
proved State Medicaid plans from changes in
Federal payment for school-based health
services for Medicaid-eligible children with
individualized education programs; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. OXLEY (for himself, Mr. DAvIS
of Virginia, Mr. BOUCHER, Ms. ESHOO,
and Mr. STUPAK):

H.R. 3487. A bill to provide consumers in
multitenant buildings with the benefits of
competition among providers of tele-
communications services by ensuring rea-
sonable and nondiscriminatory access to
rooftops of mulitenants buildings by com-
petitive telecommunications carriers, and
promote the development of fixed wireless,
local telephony, and broadband infrastruc-
ture, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself, Mr. AN-
DREWS, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
FRANKS of New  Jersey, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr.
HoLT, Mr. LoBIONDO, Mr. ROTHmMan,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. Rou-
KEMA, and Mr. SAXTON):

H.R. 3488. A bill to designate the United
States Post Office located at 60 Third Ave-
nue in Long Branch, New Jersey, as the ‘‘Pat
King Post Office Building‘; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

By Mr. PICKERING (for himself, Mr.
MARKEY, Mrs. WILSON, Mr. LARGENT,
and Mr. TAUZIN):

H.R. 3489. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to regulate interstate com-
merce in the use of mobile telephones and to
strengthen and clarify prohibitions on elec-
tronic eaves-dropping, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, and
in addition to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself and Mr.
CARDIN):

H.R. 3490. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to clarify the status of pro-
fessional employer organizations and to pro-
mote and protect the interests of profes-
sional employer organizations, their cus-
tomers, and workers; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. PORTMAN:

H.R. 3491. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to codify the authority of
the Secretary of the Treasury to issue regu-
lations covering the practice of enrolled
agents before the Internal Revenue Service;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROYCE (for himself, Mr. BENT-
SEN, Mr. JoNEs of North Carolina,
and Mr. METCALF):

H.R. 3492. A bill to amend the Fair Debt
Collection Practices Act to exempt mortgage
servicers from certain requirements of the
Act with respect to federally related mort-
gage loans secured by a first lien, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Financial Services.
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By Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin:

H.R. 3493. A bill to promote international
monetary stability and to share seigniorage
with officially dollarized countries; to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Ms.
PELOSI, Ms. WATERS, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mr. DEFAzIO, Mr. OWENS,
and Mr. EVANS):

H.R. 3494. A bill to clarify that no provi-
sions of title LXII of the Revised Statutes of
the United States, the Home Owners’ Loan
Act, or any other Federal law have ever been
intended, and may not be construed, to su-
persede nondiscriminatory State or local
laws that regulate fees and surcharges im-
posed by operators of automated teller ma-
chines for use of such machines; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

By Mr. STRICKLAND (for himself, Mr.
GORDON, Mr. UDpALL of Colorado, Mr.

WHITFIELD, Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr.
BAIRD, Mr. BRoOwN of Ohio, Mr.
PHELPS, Mr. FORBES, Mr. PALLONE,

and Ms. KAPTUR):

H.R. 3495. A bill to establish a compensa-
tion program for Department of Energy em-
ployees injured in Federal nuclear activities;
to the Committee on the Judiciary, and in
addition to the Committee on Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. TANNER:

H.R. 3496. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide that certain uses
of a facility owned by a tax-exempt organiza-
tion shall not be treated as private business
use for purposes of determining whether
bonds issued to provide the facility are tax-
exempt bonds; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi (for
himself, Mr. SHows, and Mr. TAYLOR
of Mississippi):

H.R. 3497. A bill to authorize a study on the
feasibility of preserving certain Civil War
battlefields along the Vicksburg Campaign
Trail and of establishing a Civil Rights Trail
in the State of Mississippi; to the Committee
on Resources.

By Mr. TOWNS (for himself, Mr. TAuU-
ZIN, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. MARKEY, and
Mr. OXLEY):

H.R. 3498. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to improve the operations of
the Telecommunications Development Fund;
to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. TRAFICANT:

H.R. 3499. A bill to amend section 107 of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1974 to authorize the Secretary of Housing
and Urban Development to make grants from
community  development block grant
amounts to the Park and Recreation Com-
mission, City of Youngstown, Ohio, for the
construction of a community center and the
renovation of a sports complex in such city;
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

By Mr. UDALL of Colorado:

H.R. 3500. A bill to direct the Adminis-
trator of the Small Business Administration
to conduct a pilot program to raise aware-
ness about telecommuting among small busi-
ness employers and to encourage such em-
ployers to offer telecommuting options to
employees; to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness.

By Mr. UDALL of Colorado (for himself
and Mr. UDALL of New Mexico):

H.R. 3501. A bill to promote and appro-
priately recognize the role of volunteers and
partnership organizations in the stewardship
of the resources and values of Federal lands
administered by the Secretary of Agriculture
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and the Secretary of the Interior, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources, and in addition to the Committee on
Agriculture, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico:

H.R. 3502. A bill to enhance the ability of
the National Laboratories to meet Depart-
ment of Energy missions, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Science, and in
addition to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Ms. WATERS:

H.R. 3503. A bill to provide for basic low-
cost banking accounts, to eliminate certain
automated teller machine surcharges, and to
reauthorize a bank fee survey conducted by
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

By Ms. WATERS (for herself, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. MARKEY, Mr.
CONYERS, Mrs. MEek of Florida, Mr.
FRANK of Massachusetts, Ms. BROWN

of Florida, Ms. LEE, Mr. SANDERS,
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. CAPUANO, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Ms.

MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Ms. JACKSON-
LEe of Texas, Mr. Meeks of New
York, and Mrs. JONES of Ohio):

H.R. 3504. A bill to amend the Bank Hold-
ing Company Act of 1956, the Revised Stat-
utes of the United States, the Community
Reinvestment Act of 1977, and the GRAMM-
Leach-Bliley Act with regard to community
reinvestment, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. WATKINS:

H.R. 3505. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for a medical re-
search tax credit; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. WELDON of Florida:

H.R. 3506. A bill to amend the Service Con-
tract Act of 1965 to provide for the responsi-
bility in certain cases of a parent corpora-
tion of a Federal contractor to provide
health care benefits to retired employees of
the contractor if the contractor fails to pro-
vide such benefits; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. WISE (for himself, Mr. RAHALL,
and Mr. MOLLOHAN):

H.R. 3507. A bill to establish a program of
supplemental unemployment benefits for un-
employed coal miners who have exhausted
their rights to regular unemployment bene-
fits, and whose separation from employment
is due to environmental laws or court orders
directly related to the mining of coal; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WU (for himself, Mr. DAvis of
Virginia, and Mr. STARK):

H.R. 3508. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to provide status in
each of fiscal years 2000 through 2002 for
65,000 H-1B nonimmigrants who have a mas-
ter’s or Ph. D. degree and meet the require-
ments for such status and whose employers
make scholarhip payments to institutions of
higher education for undergraduate and post-
graduate education; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida:

H.J. Res. 84. A joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 2000, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. ARMEY:

H.J. Res. 85. A joint resolution appointing

the day for the convening of the second ses-
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sion of the One Hundred Sixth Congress; con-
sidered and agreed to. considered and agreed
to.

H. Con. Res. 234. Concurrent resolution ta-
bling the bill (H.R. 2466) making appropria-
tions for the Department of the Interior and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, and for other purposes;
considered and agreed to.

H. Con. Res. 235. Concurrent resolution
providing for the sine die adjournment of the
first session of the One Hundred Sixth Con-
gress; considered and agreed to.

By Mr. ROGERS:

H. Con. Res. 236. Concurrent resolution cor-
recting the enrollment of H.R. 1180; consid-
ered and agreed to.

By Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California
(for himself, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. VENTO, Mr.
PASTOR, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. UNDERWOOD,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Ms. EsHoo, and
Ms. WATERS):

H. Con. Res. 237. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that a por-
tion of the budget surplus should be used to
fulfill moral and legal responsibilities of the
United States by ensuring proper payment
and management of all federally held tribal
trust fund accounts and individual Indian
money accounts; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Ms. PELOSI (for herself, Mr.
GEJDENSON, Mr. PORTER, Mr. LANTOS,

Mr. DEFAzI0, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. HoOLT,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Ms. ESH0O, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. KAP-
TUR, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. STARK, Mr.
MOAKLEY, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.

MALONEY of Connecticut, Mr. KIND,
Mr. FROST, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. LA-
FALCE, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. UDALL of
Colorado, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr.
MCGOVERN, Mr. SANDERS, and Mr.
OLVER):

H. Con. Res. 238. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding a
peaceful resolution of the conflict in the
state of Chiapas, Mexico, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on International
Relations.

By Mr. FROST:

H. Res. 391. A resolution designating mi-
nority membership on certain standing com-
mittees of the House; considered and agreed
to.

By Mr. WELLER:

H. Res. 392. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing National Pearl Harbor Remembrance
Day; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

H. Res. 393. A resolution returning to the
Senate the bill S. 4; considered and agreed
to.

H. Res. 394. A resolution returning to the
Senate the bill S. 1232; considered and agreed
to.

By Mr. ARMEY:

H. Res. 395. A resolution providing for a
committee of two Members to be appointed
by the House to inform the President; con-
sidered and agreed to.

By Mr. DREIER (for himself, Mr.
YouNG of Florida, Mr. BAss, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. JONES of North Caro-
lina, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. LUTHER, Ms.
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Ms. DUNN,
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. STEARNS, Mr. REG-
ULA, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. GREENWOOD,
Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. GOODE, Mr.
THUNE, Mr. LEwIs of Kentucky, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. HASTINGS of Wash-
ington, Mr. BAKER, Mr. VITTER, Mr.
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BACHUS, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.
HALL of Texas, Mr. WaAwmP, Mr.
METCALF, Mr. LAFALCE, Mrs. Rou-
KEMA, Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr.
SIMPSON, Mr. REYNOLDS, Ms. PRYCE
of Ohio, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr.
EVERETT, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. STUMP,
Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. CAL-
LAHAN, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. YOUNG
of Alaska, Mr. KoOLBE, Mr. SALMON,
Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mrs.
BoNO, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. CAMPBELL,
Mr. DooLEY of California, Mr. Doo-
LITTLE, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. FARR of
California, Mr. HERGER, Mr. HORN,
Mr. HUNTER, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr.
GALLEGLY, Mr. MCcCKEON, Mr. MAR-
TINEZ, Mr. GARY MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. OSE,
Mr. PomBO, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr.
ROGAN, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. THOM-
AS, Mr. THomMPsoN of California, Mr.
HEFLEY, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. SCHAFFER,
Mr. TANCREDO, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. BILIRAKIS,
Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr. DiAz-
BALART, Mr. FOLEY, Mrs. FOWLER,
Mr. McCoLLUM, Mr. MicA, Mr. MiL-
LER of Florida, Mr. SCARBOROUGH,
Mr. SHAwW, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr.
BisHOP, Mr. COLLINS, Mr. DEAL of
Georgia, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. KINGSTON,
Mr. LINDER, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. CRANE,
Mr. HYDE, Mr. LAHoOOD, Mr. MAN-
ZULLO, Mr. PORTER, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr.
WELLER, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
BUYER, Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr.
MCINTOSH, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. LATHAM,
Mr. LEACH, Mr. MOORE, Mr. MORAN of
Kansas, Mr. TIAHRT, Mr. FLETCHER,
Mr. Lucas of Kentucky, Mrs.
NORTHUP, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
MCCRERY, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. BARTLETT
of Maryland, Mr. EHRLICH, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. CAMP, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
HOEKSTRA, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. UPTON,
Mr. MINGE, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. BLUNT, Ms.
DANNER, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. HULSHOF,
Mr. ARMEY, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. TAL-
ENT, Mr. PICKERING, Mr. TAYLOR of
Mississippi, Mr. WICKER, Mr. BAR-
RETT of Nebraska, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr.
TERRY, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr.
ANDREWS, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey, Mr.
SKEEN, Mrs. WILSON, Mr. BOEHLERT,
Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. GILMAN, Mr.
HOUGHTON, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. KING, Mr.
LAZIO, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
QUINN, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. BALLENGER,
Mr. COBLE, Mr. HAYES, Mr. BURR of

North Carolina, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr.
CHABOT, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. NEY, Mr. OXLEY,
Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.

COBURN, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. LucaAs of
Oklahoma, Mr. WATTsS of Oklahoma,
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. WALDEN of Or-
egon, Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. FATTAH, Mr.
GEKAS, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. KAN-
JORSKI, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. PITTS, Mr. SHERWOOD, Mr.
TooMEY, Mr. WELDON of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. DEMINT, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
SANFORD, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. BRYANTt,
Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr.
HILLEARY, Mr. JENKINS, Mr. ARCHER,
Mr. BONILLA, Mr. BRADY of Texas,
Mr. COMBEST, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
SMITH of Texas, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Mr. DELAY, Mr. COOK,
Mr. HANSEN, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. DAVIS
of Virginia, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. GOOD-
LATTE, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. INSLEE, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. SMITH of Wash-
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ington, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr.
RYAN of Wisconsin, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.
Goss, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. WATKINS, Mr.
PACKARD, Mr. EWING, Mr. PEASE, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr.
GANSKE, Mr. RILEY, Mr. MATSUI, Mr.
LoBIONDO, Mr. HOBSON, Mr. DICKEY,
Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mrs. CLAYTON,
Mr. BLILEY, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mr. TAN-
NER, Mr. SHows, Mr. FORD, Mr.
ScoTT, and Mr. CANNON):

H. Res. 396. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives that a
biennial budget process should be enacted in
the second session of the 106th Congress; to
the Committee on the Budget.

By Mr. GEJDENSON (for himself, Mr.
BATEMAN, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. GOODE,
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. LARSON, Mr. MALONEY
of Connecticut, and Mr. SHAYS):

H. Res. 397. A resolution commending the
submarine force of the United States Navy
on the 100th anniversary of the force; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. RADANOVICH (for himself and
Mr. BONIOR):

H. Res. 398. A resolution calling upon the
President to provide for appropriate training
and materials to all Foreign Service officers,
United States Department of State officials,
and any other executive branch employee in-
volved in responding to issues related to
human rights, ethnic cleansing, and geno-
cide, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. TANCREDO (for himself, Mr.
COBURN, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. HOEK-
STRA, and Mr. DOOLITTLE):

H. Res. 399. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives with
respect to violence within our schools and
the initiatives within States and localities
to address this epidemic; to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. UDALL of New Mexico:

H. Res. 400. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing Earth Day; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

285. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Senate of the State of Michigan, rel-
ative to Senate Resolution No. 68 to memori-
alize the Congress of the United States to
end tobacco subsidies and to redirect this
support to food-processing agricultural ac-
tivities; to the Committee on Agriculture.

286. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of New Jersey, relative to Senate Res-
olution No. 113 memorializing the Congress
of the United States to oppose the proposed
transfer of the United States Navy ships and
sailors from the Earle Naval Weapons Sta-
tion, located in Monmouth County, New Jer-
sey, to naval stations at Norfolk, Virginia
and Mayport, Florida and requests the post-
ponement of any final transfer decision so
that the feasibility and practicality of the
transfer can be properly studied; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

287. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of New Jersey, relative to Senate Res-
olution No. 97 memorializing the Congress of
the United States and the President to pro-
vide federal assistance to cover costs in-
curred by the State in providing health care
at New Jersey hospitals to the Kosovo refu-
gees; to the Committee on Commerce.

288. Also, a memorial of the House of Rep-
resentatives of the Commonwealth of Massa-
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chusetts, relative to a resolution memori-
alizing the President and the Congress to act
boldly to secure that East Timor trium-
phantly transitions to independence by seek-
ing the prompt ratification by the Indo-
nesian National Assembly of the East
Timorese’s Referendum Vote, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on International
Relations.

289. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of New Jersey, relative to Senate Res-
olution No. 63 memorializing the Congress of
the United States, the President of the
United States, and the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to take whatever action is necessary to
establish the Sandy Hook bay and peninsula,
as a National Park Service entity separate
and distinct from the Gateway National
Recreation Area for administrative and fund-
ing purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

290. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of New Jersey, relative to Senate Res-
olution No. 79 memorializing the Federal
Government to continue its financial sup-
port for the Port Newark-Elizabeth dredging
project; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

291. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of New Jersey, relative to Senate Res-
olution No. 1 memorializing the President
and the Congress of the United States, and
the Federal Emergency Management Agency
to take all available steps to expeditiously
provide relief to New Jersey’s flood victims
and not to deduct State monies provided for
flood relief from the calculation of federal
monies allocated to New Jersey for its recov-
ery from the devastating effects of Hurricane
Floyd and its aftermath; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. BONIOR:

H.R. 3509. A bill for the relief of Elizabeth
McKenney Padgett; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mrs. LOWEY::

H.R. 3510. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Transportation to convey the National
Defense Reserve Fleet vessel S.S. GUAM to
American Trade Fair Ship, Inc.; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XIlI, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 72: Mr. FosseLLA and Mrs. MCCARTHY
of New York.

H.R. 73: Mr. GOODLATTE.

133: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

148: Mr. MASCARA.

205: . WISE.

303: . CRAMER.

332: . STEARNS.

353: . SMITH of Texas.

355: . WISE.

357: Ms. STABENOW and Mr. BOSWELL.
372: Mr. ROTHMAN.

380: Mrs. CLAYTON and Ms. MCCARTHY
of Missouri.

H.R. 407: Mr. HUNTER.

H.R. 443: Mr. BECERRA, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
LAZIO, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr. KLINK, Ms. BERK-
LEY, Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. THOMP-
soN of California, Mr. INSLEE, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, and Mr. GREENWOOD.
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H.R. 444: Mr. LATOURETTE and Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 475: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. HANSEN,
and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 531: Mr. INSLEE.

H.R. 534: Mr. OXLEY, Mr. ALLEN, Mr.
LAHooD, and Mrs. WILSON.

H.R. 648: Mr. WISE.

H.R. 670: Mr. MARKEY, Mr. Cox, Mr.
CRAMER, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. DIXON, Mr.
CONDIT, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
BILBRAY, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.

LATOURETTE, Mr. MINGE, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr.
CALLAHAN, and Mr. BARR of Georgia.

H.R. 701: Mr. HANSEN, Mr. GEORGE Miller of
California, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, and Mr.
SAXTON.

H.R. 721: Mr. EVERETT and Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 732: Mr. CAMP.

H.R. 742: Ms. LEE.

H.R. 762: Mr. HINOJOSA, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr.
JOHN, Mr. THompPsoN of California, Mr.
DICKEY, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California,
Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. BAIRD, and Mr. EWING.

H.R. 797: Mr. BERRY.

H.R. 815: Mr. FLETCHER.

H.R. 827: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 846: Mr. PRrRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
OWENS, and Mr. Wu.

H.R. 847: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 852: Mr. LucAs of Kentucky, Mr. JOHN,
and Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska.

864: Mr. CANNON.

903: Ms. LEE.

904: Mr. SmMITH of Washington.

937: Mr. MILLER of Florida.

941: Mrs. LOWEY.

957: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon.

982: Mrs. CUBIN.

997: Ms. DEGETTE and Ms. RIVERS.
1044: Mr. BEREUTER.

1060: Mr. SANDERS.

1071: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN and Mr. WISE.
1079: Mr. DiIcKs, Mr. BONIOR, and Mr.
RT.
. 1095:
. 1102:
. 1115:
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. TIERNEY.

. McINNIS.

. BALDWIN.

. STABENOW.

. WATKINS.

. BILBRAY.

: Mrs. LOWEY.

: Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Mr.
BAKER, and Mr. GALLEGLY.

H.R. 1228: Mrs. Lowey and Mr. HORN.

H.R. 1274: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.

H.R. 1276: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.

H.R. 1291: Ms. WoOLSEY and Mr. GALLEGLY.

H.R. 1300: Ms. LEE and Mr. PACKARD.

H.R. 1310: Mr. ENGEL and Mr. BURR of
North Carolina.

H.R. 1311: Mr. BURR of North Carolina.

H.R. 1387: Mr. WISE.

H.R. 1396: Mr. WYNN and Ms. CARSON.

H.R. 1413: Mr. WISE.

H.R. 1422: Mr. MURTHA, Mr. DOYLE, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. KUYKENDALL,
Mr. DIAZ-BALART, and Mr. HOLT.

H.R. 1445: Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 1452: Mrs. JoNeEs of Ohio and Mr.
KUCINICH.

. 1472: Mr. PASCRELL.
. 1494: Mr. PACKARD.
. 1495: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

TTDIT

. 1545: Ms. STABENOW.
. 1591: Mr. GONZALEZ.
. 1592: Mr. McCoLLUM.
. 1593: Mr. MANZULLO.
1625: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO and Mr.

: Mr. COOK.

: Mr. CoLLINS and Mr. DELAY.
: Mr. PAUL.

: Mr. CALVERT.

: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York.
: Mrs. THURMAN.

: Mr. RYUN of Kansas.
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1816:
1824:
1850:
1885:

H.R. Mr. GUTIERREZ.
H.R.
H.R.
H.R.
H.R. 1926:
H.R.
H.R.
H.R.
H.R.

Mr. HOEKSTRA and Mr. BOEHNER.
Mr. CHABOT.
Ms. LEE.
Mr. WISE.
Mr. BAIRD.

1943: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota.

1967: Mr. STICKLAND.

1990: Mr. MoRAN of Kansas and Mr.
HOLDEN.

H.R. 1997: Mr. DIXON.

H.R. 2000: Mr. JOHN.

H.R. 2004: Mr. WALSH.

H.R. 2053: Mr. DixoN and Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD.

H.R. 2057: Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 2066: Mr. BEREUTER.

H.R. 2106: Mr. LEwIS of Georgia.

H.R. 2120: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mrs.
JoNES of Ohio.

H.R. 2121: Mr. LEwIs of Georgia.

H.R. 2137: Mr. McCOLLUM.

H.R. 2221: Mr. WAMP.

H.R. 2233: Mr. LEwIs of Georgia.

H.R. 2244: Mr. LucAs of Oklahoma.

H.R. 2259: Mrs. MORELLA.

H.R. 2282: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. DEFAZzIO,
and Mr. WALDEN of Oregon.

H.R. 2340: Mr. LeEwis of Georgia, Mr.
ISAKSON, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. CANADY of Flor-
ida, Mr. KeENNEDY of Rhode Island, Ms.
MCcKINNEY, and Mr. WATKINS.

H.R. 2372: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina,
Mr. SWEENEY, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr. FORD, and
Mr. DUNCAN.

H.R. 2420: Mr. COLLINS, Mr. SHERWOOD, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. CONDIT, Mr.
BASs, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. ORTIZ.

H.R. 2494: Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 2505: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 2511: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr.
LoBIONDO, Mr. PACKARD, and Mr. WALDEN of
Oregon.

H.R. 2534: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. BONIOR, and
Mr. SAWYER.

H.R. 2539: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,
Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. HUNTER
Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. OSgE, Mr. PomMBO, Mr.
THOMAS, Mr. HERGER, Mr. ROGAN, Mr. CAMP-
BELL, and Mr. LEwis of California.

H.R. 2544: Mr. WAaMP and Mr.
Oklahoma.

H.R. 2551: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. GORDON, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. MASCARA, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. FORD,
Ms. MCcKINNEY, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. CLEMENT,
and Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.

1939:

Lucas of

H.R. 2554: Mrs. LOBIONDO, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, and Mrs. ROUKEMA.
H.R. 2572: Mr. HoLDEN and Mr. DAvIsS of

Florida.

H.R. 2576: Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 2620: Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 2631: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 2635: Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mr. STEARNS, Ms. EsHOO, and Mrs.
FOWLER.

H.R. 2698: Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 2707: Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 2718: Mr. RuUSH, Mr. EHRLICH, and Mr.
HALL of Texas.

H.R. 2720: Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. PETRI, Mr. CoL-
LINS, Mr. COBLE, Mr. MOAKLEY, and Mr.
SWEENEY.

H.R. 2722: Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. SABO, Mr.
MATSUI, Mr. OBERSTAR, and Mr. RODRIGUEZ.

H.R. 2726: Mr. ORT1z and Mr. GOODLATTE.

H.R. 2733: Mr. FORST, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
DEFAZzI0, and Mr. WALDEN of Oregon.

H.R. 2763: Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 2764: Mr. MARTINEZ and Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi.

H.R. 2798: Mr. ROGAN.

H.R. 2802: Mr. BONIOR.

H.R. 2829: Mr. WISE, Mr. MINGE, and Mr.
HINCHEY.

H.R. 2830: Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. LEwIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. MINGE,
and Mr. HINCHEY.
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H.R. 2870: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. MARKEY,
and Mr. FOSSELLA.

H.R. 2900: Mr. BERMAN and Mr. FILNER.

H.R. 2901: Mr. ADERHOLT.

H.R. 2902: Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. FORBES, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. JAcksoN of Illinois,
Mr. DELAHUNT, Mrs. MEek of Florida, Ms.
BrRoOwN of Florida, Mr. MASCARA, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. KLINK, Mr. DAvis of Illinois,
and Mr. TRAFICANT.

H.R. 2906: Mr. GOODLING and Mr. CANADY of
Florida.

H.R. 2928: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr.
Mr. HOEKSTRA, and Mr. COBURN.

H.R. 2933: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. MARTINEZ,
Mr. SAWYER, and Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.

H.R. 2934: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. SAWYER, and
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.

H.R. 2945: Mrs. CuUBIN, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr.
KUYKENDALL, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. BURR of
North Carolina, Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. OBERSTAR,
Mr. TowNs, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. RA-
HALL, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. DIXON, Ms. Riv-
ERS, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mrs.
CAPPS, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. FILNER, Mr. JENKINS, and
Ms. WOOLEY.

H.R. 2953: Mr. SWEENEY.

H.R. 2866: Mr. BALDAcCI, Ms. BROwWN of
Florida, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr.
GONZALEZ, Mr. JOHN, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr.
KUYKENDALL, Mr. LAHOOD, Ms. LEE, Mr.
METCALF, Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
UDALL of Colorado, and Mr. COYNE.

H.R. 2985: Mr. OSE.

H.R. 2991: Mr. PomBO, Mr. TAYLOR of North
Carolina, Ms. GRANGER, Mrs. MYRICK, Mr.
LAMPSON, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr.
MCCRERY, Mr. BEREUTER, and Mr. TALENT.

H.R. 2992: Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. CUNNINGHAM,
Mr. SKEEN, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. HUNTER, and
Mr. DREIER.

H.R. 3003: Mr. BAIRD and Mr. HINCHEY.

H.R. 3008: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
RUSH, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. FATTAH, and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 3031: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 3059: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.

H.R. 3071: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H.R. 3082: Mr. MANZULLO.

H.R. 3083: Mr. CUMMINGS.

H.R. 3088: Mr. PETRI, Mr. SOUDER, and Mr.
NORWOOD.

H.R. 3091: Mr. RuUSH, Mr. STUPAK, Mr.
ETHERIDGE, Ms. STABENOW, Mrs. THURMAN,
Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.
JEFFERSON, Mr. INSLEE, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH,
Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. HOYER, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr.
UDALL of Colorado, Mr. MALONEY of Con-
necticut, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
SHERMAN, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr.
DINGELL, Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mrs.
TAUSCHER, and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 3100: Mr. MoRAN of Virginia.

H.R. 3107: Ms. PELOSI and Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts.

H.R. 3115: Mr. BEREUTER and Mr. MCCRERY.

H.R. 3116: Mr. ENGLISH and Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut.

H.R. 3140: Mr. OLVER, Mr. Lucas of Okla-
homa, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. RUSH, Mr. PETERSON of
Minnesota, Mr. BAIRD, and Mr. GOOLDING.

H.R. 3144: Mr. SPRATT, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr.
RuUSH, and Mr. BERRY.

H.R. 3148: Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 3150: Mrs. MORELLA.

H.R. 3160: Mr. HAYWORTH.

H.R. 3173: Mr. TALENT, Mr. BERRY, and Mr.
RILEY.

H.R. 3180: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.

H.R. 3192: Mr. SANDLIN.

H.R. 3193: Mr. KLINK, Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr.
PASTOR, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
COMBEST, and Mrs. KELLY.

H.R. 3201: Mr. MoORAN of Kansas.

H.R. 3212: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.

ISTOOK,
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H.R. 3213:
. 3218:
3222:
3224:
3232:
.R. 3233:

H.R. 3235:
waii.

H.R. 3240:
Florida.

H.R. 3242: Ms. DUNN, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. SAN-
FORD, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. BOSWELL, and Mrs.
KELLY.

H.R. 3248: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. SHADEGG.

H.R. 3252: Mrs. MYRICK.

H.R. 3262: Mr. ISAKSON.

H.R. 3270: Mrs. JoHNSON of Connecticut,
Mrs. FOWLER, Mrs. MYRICK, and Mr. FOLEY.

H.R. 3275: Mr. CONYERS, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD,
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. LARSON, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, Mr. Wu, Mr. FORBES, and Mrs. MCCAR-
THY of New York.

H.R. 3293: Mr. BROwN of Ohio, Mr. ENGLISH,

Mrs. MYRICK.

Mr. GILCHREST and Mrs. MYRICK.
Mrs. NORTHUP.

Ms. SLAUGHTER.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.

Mr. STUPAK and Mrs. MINK of Ha-

IIzzz
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Mr. OBERSTAR and Mr. MILLER of

Mr. CONYERS, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mr. LATHAM, and Mr. SMITH of
Texas.

H.R. 3301: Mrs. CAPPS.

H.R. 3308: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. LARGENT, Mr. LA-
FALCE, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. EHRLICH,
and Mr. McKEON.

H.R. 3311: Mr. MCINTOSH.

H.R. 3319: Mr. BENTSEN.

H.R. 3320: Mr. ScoTT, Mr. GEPHARDT, Mr.
TAYLOR of Mississippi, Mr. HASTINGS of Flor-
ida, Mr. MURTHA, Ms. NORTON, Mr. BERMAN,
and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 3330: Mr. PALLONE.

H.R. 3331: Mr. GILCHREST.

H.R. 3367: Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 3371: Mr. HERGER.

H.R. 3375: Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. HoLT, Mr.
HOUGHTON, Mr. WALSH, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mr. HOLDEN, Mr. HOYER, and Mr.
NADLER.

H.R. 3377: Ms. RIVERS and Mrs. MALONEY of
New York.

H.R. 3379: Mr. BRYANT.

H.R. 3387: Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BOUCHER, Mrs.
CAPPS, Mr. DEUTSCH, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr.
HAsSTINGS of Florida, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. LARSON, Ms.
LEE, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr. MORAN of Virginia,
Ms. PELOSI, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. SAWYER, and
Mr. WATT of North Carolina.

H.R. 3397: Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 3405: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
CAPUANO, Mr. FORBES, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

BILBRAY, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, and
Mrs. Meek of Florida.

H.R. 3408: Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr. NEY, and
Mr. McCoLLUM.

H.R. 3410: Ms. GRANGER.

H.R. 3439: Mr. FOSSELLA.

H.J. Res. 53: Mr. GOODLATTE.

H.J. Res. 55: Mr. GALLEGLY.

H.J. Res. 77: Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. METCALF,
Mr. SALMON, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. CRANE, Ms. DANNER, and
Mr. HUNTER.

H. Con. Res. 23: Mr. CALVERT.

H. Con. Res. 67: Mr. LUTHER and Mr. OLVER.

H. Con. Res. 79: Mr. RANGEL.

H. Con. Res. 115: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.

H. Con. Res. 123: Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. BAR-
RETT of Wisconsin, Mr. DAvis of Illinois, and
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut.

H. Con. Res. 177: Mr. LANTOS and Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H. Con. Res. 186: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. EVERETT,
and Mr. METCALF.

H. Con. Res. 218: Mr. PALLONE, Ms. RIVERS,
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. COYNE, and Mr. RUSH.

H. Con. Res. 225: Mr. PRrICE of North Caro-
lina and Mr. MCGOVERN.

H. Con. Res. 228: Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. SNYDER,
and Mr. ORTIZ.

H. Con. Res. 231: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. NEY, Mr.
WaMP, and Mr. DOOLITTLE.

H. Res. 37: Mr. GREeN of Texas and Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY.

H. Res. 107: Mr. SABO.

H. Res. 144: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD and Mr.
TURNER.

H. Res. 238: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. DEFAZI0,
and Mr. WALDEN of Oregon.

H. Res. 309: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H. Res. 346: Ms. WATERS, Mr. SHows, Mr.
COBURN, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. OWENS, Ms.
KILPARTICK, Ms. STABENOW, Ms. MCKINNEY,
Mr. FROST, Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. LuUcAs of Ken-
tucky, Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mrs.
MINK OF Hawaii, Mr. SMITH of Texas, and Mr.
THoOMPSON of Mississippi.

H. Res. 347: Mr. ENGLISH.

H. Res. 357: Mr. DAvis of Virginia, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Mrs. CLAYTON, and Mr. BERMAN.

H. Res. 369: Mr. RUSH.

H. Res. 289: Mr.
KUCINICH.

DELAHUNT, and Mr.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:
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H.R. 329: Mr. FROST.

H.R. 1598: Mr. COOK.

H.R. 2420: Mr. BOEHLERT.

H.R. 2699: Mr. CHAMBLISS.

H. Con. Res. 173: Mrs. TAUSCHER.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 3 of rule XIlI, petitions
and papers were laid on the clerk’s
desk and referred as follows:

70. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
the Town Board of Southampton, relative to
Resolution No. 1199 petitioning the Federal
Government to permit the Suffolk County
Department of Health to have access to and
participate in monitoring health related ac-
tivity at the Plum Island Disease Center; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

71. Also, a petition of the Southern Gov-
ernors’ Association, relative to a resolution
petitioning support for funding efforts for
the National Guard Youth Challenge Pro-
gram; to the Committee on Armed Services.

72. Also, a petition of the Southern Gov-
ernors’ Association, relative to a resolution
petitioning support for the reauthorization
of the Older Americans Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

73. Also, a petition of the Southern Gov-
ernors’ Association, relative to a resolution
petitioning the reauthorization of the En-
dangered Species Act; to the Committee on
Resources.

74. Also, a petition of the Southern Gov-
ernors’ Association, relative to a resolution
petitioning support for Outer Continental
Shelf Coastal Impact Assistance; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

75. Also, a petition of the Southern Gov-
ernors’ Association, relative to a resolution
petitioning support for the reauthorization
of the Airport Improvement Program; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

76. Also, a petition of the Southern Gov-
ernors’ Association, relative to a resolution
petitioning for the passage of ‘“‘Fast-Track”
authority for the President to Negotiate
International Trade Agreements; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

77. Also, a petition of the Village of East
Hazel Crest, relative to Resolution 99-4 peti-
tioning Congressional Representatives to
support the Firefighter Investment and Re-
sponse Enhancement Act; jointly to the
Committees on Science and Transportation
and Infrastructure.
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PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, the only source of
lasting authentic courage, we thank
You that You use ordinary people to do
extraordinary things. This morning, we
turn to the psalmist and to Jesus for
the bracing truth about courage to see
things through, not just to the end of
the Senate session but to the accom-
plishment of Your ends. David reminds
us: ““Be of good courage, and He shall
strengthen your heart, all you who
hope in the Lord”—Psalm 31:24. And
Jesus challenges us to take courage
(John 16:33). We know that we can take
courage to press on because You have
taken hold of us. You have called us to
serve You because You have chosen to
get Your work done through us. So
bless the Senators as they confront the
issues of the budget, consider creative
compromises, and seek to bring this
Senate session to a conclusion. In this
quiet moment, may they take courage
and press on. Through our Lord and
Savior. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable JAMES INHOFE, a
Senator from the State of Oklahoma,
led the Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

INHOFE) The Senator from Ohio.
SCHEDULE

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President,

today the Senate will be in a period of
morning business until 12 noon, with
Senator VOINOVICH in control of the
first 30 minutes and Senator DURBIN in
control of the second 30 minutes.

For the information of all Senators,
the final appropriations items were
filed last night and are expected to be
considered in the House throughout the
day. Therefore, following morning busi-
ness, it is expected that the Senate will
begin consideration of the final appro-
priations items as they are received.
Members will be notified as the sched-
ule for consideration becomes clearer.
The Senate may also consider any leg-
islative or executive items cleared for
action during today’s session.

I thank my colleagues for their at-
tention.

Mr. REID addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant minority leader.

BANKRUPTCY REFORM

Mr. REID. Mr. President, | appreciate
the Senator outlining for us what the
intent is for the day. | hope that part
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of what we are going to do is to work
on completing the bankruptcy bill. I
say to my friends in the majority that
we only have a few amendments re-
maining. | have spoken to Senator
LEAHY and his staff, and | am ready to
offer a unanimous-consent request. |
will not ask that the Senator accept
this, recognizing that he must speak
with the manager of the bill, Senator
GRASSLEY. But what | would like to do
is ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing amendments numbered 2517,
2537, 2538, 2539, 2658, 2666, 2667, 2747, 2748,
2753, 2759, 2761, 2763, and 2670, and any
amendment agreed upon by the two
managers be the only amendments—
those | have just read and those agreed
to by the two managers—in order to S.
625, the bill to amend title 11, United
States Code, and for other purposes,
and that following the disposition of
all the above-described amendments,
the bill be immediately advanced to
third reading; that the Senate then
proceed to the House companion bill,
H.R. 833; that all after the enacting
clause be stricken, the text of the Sen-
ate bill, as amended, be inserted; that
the bill be advanced to third reading;
that a vote occur on passage of the bill
without any intervening action, mo-
tion or debate; that the Senate insist
on its amendments, request a con-
ference with the House, and the Senate
bill be placed back on the calendar.

Mr. President, that is the unani-
mous-consent request that | spread
across the RECORD of the Senate, recog-
nizing that at this time there will not
be an objection to it. We will make this
unanimous-consent request at some

later time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. REID. | am not asking, Mr.
President, that there be objection. I am
not asking unanimous consent at this

time.

| say to the majority that we have
enumerated 14 amendments. Seven of
them have tentatively been agreed
upon or they will be withdrawn. Only
seven amendments are now between
completing the bankruptcy bill and not
completing it this year. The only two
amendments of the seven that | under-
stand are causing any controversy are
the ones dealing with gun manufactur-
ers and clinic violence.

On the gun manufacturing amend-
ment, the proponents have agreed to a
70-minute time agreement, and on the
amendment relating to clinic violence,
the proponent has agreed to 30 min-
utes. So there is really not much left
to complete this bill. | hope that dur-
ing the day there can be discussions
ongoing to complete this bill. We
would be willing at any time the ma-
jority wants to lock in these amend-
ments; we would be willing to come
back and | would propound this unani-
mous consent request, or we could have
the majority do so, so that this bill
could be completed in a reasonably
short period of time.
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RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, leadership time is
reserved.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business not to extend beyond the hour
of 12 noon, with Senators permitted to
speak therein up to 5 minutes.

Under the previous order, the time
until 11:30 shall be under the control of
the Senator from Ohio, Mr. VOINOVICH,
or his designee.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, my col-
league from Nevada spent several min-
utes outlining a unanimous consent. It
was on the time of the Senator from
Ohio. I wonder if we might accommo-
date that.

Mr. REID. Absolutely.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Ohio have charge of the time
until 11:35 and then the remainder of
the time under the charge of the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

THE STATE OF AFFAIRS IN THE
BALKANS

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, as
the first session of the 106th Congress
comes to a close, | want to remind my
colleagues that the aftermath of our
nation’s largest foreign policy initia-
tive this year and a 78-day air war, will
be our nation’s biggest foreign policy
concern next year.

As my colleagues are aware, | op-
posed our nation’s ‘‘sign or we’ll bomb”’
diplomacy that ultimately led to the
decision to conduct the air war over
Kosovo and Serbia earlier this year. In-
stead, | believed that we should have
done all that we could to negotiate a
real diplomatic solution. Nevertheless,
at the conclusion of the conflict, |
came to the Senate floor and com-
mented that ‘‘some good always blows
in an ill wind.”

The ““‘good”” that | saw in the ill wind
of the bombing campaign was the op-
portunity for NATO and the United
States to provide the impetus for a
lasting peace throughout Southeastern
Europe. Since that time, my staff and
I have spent hours working hard to en-
sure that some good does blow in and
that we do not lose this opportunity to
promote peace, stability and prosperity
in that region of our world.

To ensure the future of Southeast
Europe, it is important to understand
its past. Every student of history Iis
well aware that this century’s two
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most horrific wars had deep roots in
the Balkans, but few people are aware
of the level of violence, bloodshed, ha-
tred and destruction that has been
commonplace in the region for cen-
turies. Indeed, the Balkans have been
the site of numerous wars and count-
less battles, and have been fought over
by every major regional power since
the days of the Roman legions.

Over the last 10 years, regional eth-
nic tensions have resulted in yet an-
other nightmare for the people of the
Balkans. And for the third time this

century, Europe, reluctantly, has
turned its attention to their southern
neighbors.

Their concern can be attributed to
self-interest; an attempt to get South-
east Europe to settle down so as to
avoid any possible spillover that could
bring unrest to their nations, and a
genuine concern over the ethnic cleans-
ing and human rights violations in the
region. To do this, Europe has involved
the international community, and in
particular, the United States, which,
for the first time in our history, has
immersed itself politically and mili-
tarily in the region.

Our willingness to get involved and
lead should have come earlier. Indeed,
when conflicts began in Bosnia in the
early 1990’s, it was reported that a key
foreign policy official of the Bush Ad-
ministration made the statement that
““‘we have no dog in this fight.”” History
records that nothing could have been
further from the truth. According to
Ambassador Richard Holbrooke in his
book, ““To End A War’’:

Europe believed it could solve Yugoslavia
without the United States; Washington be-
lieved that, with the Cold War over, it could
leave Yugoslavia to Europe. Europe’s hour
had not dawned in Yugoslavia; Washington
had a dog in this particular fight.

The overconfidence of Europe and the
disengagement of the United States
contributed greatly to the tragedy of
Slavonia, Krijna and Bosnia-
Herzegovina. When we finally realized
it was important for the U.S. to get in-
volved, we dealt with, and thus,
legitimatized three war criminals—
Slobodan Milosevic, Franco Tudjman
and Alija lzetbegovic—at the Dayton
Peace Accords.

Unfortunately, the legitimitization
of Milosevic caused us to continue to
have a relationship with him at a time
when we should have been working
with opposition leaders to get rid of
him. Then, when he showed his true
colors, we were reluctant to be as ag-
gressive as we should have been. We
misjudged him, we underestimated
him, and now we’re paying the price for
our mistake.

As a result, we have spent at least $18
billion in operations in Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Kosovo, Serbia and else-
where. We will, no doubt, spend billions
more. In addition, we have placed a tre-
mendous strain on the equipment and
personnel of our Armed Forces due to
our past and present involvement in
peacekeeping missions in Southeast
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Europe. Also, the State Department
has paid an incredible amount of atten-
tion to the Balkans. And finally, we
have complicated our relations with
other nations on the international
scene—primarily, Russia and China.

A November 1 article written by Eliz-
abeth Sullivan, foreign-affairs cor-
respondent for the Cleveland Plain
Dealer, indicates that the Russians
harbor resentment and incredulity to-
wards the United States over our as-
suming an air of moral superiority re-
garding their actions in Chechnya.
They see our attitude as a double
standard, which affects our ability to
appeal to their better instincts. She
writes:

The Kremlin is resolutely turning a deaf
ear to U.S. admonitions for restraint in
Chechnya. The criticisms have inflamed
anti-U.S. feelings in Russia where it’s bit-
terly recalled that NATO’s unpopular bomb-
ing killed hundreds of Yugoslav civilians. It
is the first big display of lost U.S. influence
after Kosovo.

It is clear that instability in South-
east Europe has the potential to
threaten America’s overall interests
throughout the rest of Europe. How-
ever, a full-fledged integration of
Southeast Europe into the whole Euro-
pean community would remove the
burden and expense of maintaining a
constant peacekeeping force, end years
of diplomatic wrangling and political
posturing, and more important, end the
death and destruction that has plagued
the region.

Recently, I met with a number of
Ambassadors from the Balkans region
in the LBJ room here in the Capitol.
They made it very clear to me that
they are ready to work together. | was
pleased that they realized they have a
symbiotic relationship—a relationship
that must be cultivated in order to
bring about peace and implement a
modern, free-market economy. The
Holy Spirit was definitely present in
that room. There was an aura of en-
lightenment among those leaders, and
we must capitalize on the momentum
of this cooperative spirit if we are to
successfully bring the region into the
broader European fold.

Consider that not so many years ago,
no one would have thought that Euro-
pean political and economic coopera-
tion, let alone union, was possible.
After all, two world wars had been
fought in the trenches and on the fields
of Europe, fostering tremendous ill-will
among many nationalities.

Today, those feelings have largely
dissipated. Germans, French, Italians—
all share the same currency. They
cross national boundaries freely. They
work cooperatively to solve economic
problems because it is in their collec-
tive best interest. We are seeing that in
terms of competition right now. The
Ambassadors | met with see this co-
operation and wish it for their nations,
but, they are also quite frustrated with
the lack of speed by the international
community in responding to the hu-
manitarian and economic needs of the
region.
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The NATO air war triggered immense
human suffering which has not yet
been fully remedied. Here are some
facts:

The refugee exodus from Kosovo deci-
mated the economies of surrounding
nations, especially in Macedonia. Mac-
edonia’s reaching out to help their fel-
low man was done at a great sacrifice
to their economy and the quality of life
of their people.

In the Federal Republic of Yugo-
slavia (FRY), there are still 500,000 ref-
ugees from Slavonia, Krijna, and Bos-
nia. Another 150,000 were displaced dur-
ing the Kosovo bombing.

In Kosovo, the international commu-
nity has had to deal with 700,000 refu-
gees who have returned after the con-
flict. 500,000 of these refugees are still
officially considered “‘internally dis-
placed persons,” without any place to
call their own.

Kosovo has turned into an armed
camp where soldiers from numerous
countries are forced to keep the peace
and prevent further bloodshed.

The lack of an effective internal po-
lice force has led to virtual chaos,
where organized crime and illegal drug
trafficking is said to be rampant and a
cause of great concern among its citi-
zens.

On this last point, a senior official
from the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe, OSCE, told me
that the reason there is no effective po-
lice force in Kosovo is because there
aren’t enough qualified or even inter-
ested individuals willing to join the
force. The official told me that if the
crime problem in Kosovo isn’t checked,
it will spread to the entire region and
into the rest of Europe.

Indeed, this point was illustrated
again in the November 1 Elizabeth Sul-
livan article for the Cleveland Plain
Dealer. She wrote:

The scope of the gun, drug and prostitute
trade fanned by the Kosovo conflict is also
becoming clear. [Last week] Italian and
Swiss police busted a ring that allegedly
smuggled millions of dollars in Swiss weap-
ons to Kosovo, and Albanian prostitutes out
to Italy, using humanitarian aid as a cover.

The growing crime problem was defi-
nitely a topic of concern for the Am-
bassadors I met with. | was amazed
that they considered organized crime
and drugs their No. 1 or No. 2 concern
to be addressed. Think of that, orga-
nized crime and drugs as their No. 1 or
No. 2 concern in the region.

The fact of the matter is, the bomb-
ing has had a terribly destabilizing ef-
fect on the region, and a very real im-
pact on the humanitarian situation
and basic human existence as well, one
that has not been widely reported to
the American people. The T.V. cameras
are gone now. You know how it is: out
of sight, out of mind, and we have
moved on to other issues.

Although it’s hard to grasp the ex-
tent of the problem, for the last several
months, the U.S. has been working
through the United Nations and the
International Committee for the Red
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Cross to deal with the needs of the re-
gion. Both the UN and the Red Cross
claim that they will be able to keep
people fed, clothed and sheltered
through the upcoming winter. Yet, |
have received a number of credible re-
ports in recent weeks which indicate
that in fact we will witness a humani-
tarian catastrophe in the region in the
months ahead because of a lack of shel-
ter, heat, food and medical care.

I am aware that there are individuals
in the foreign policy community who
are opposed to providing significant as-
sistance to the people of Serbia. They
believe that humanitarian suffering
will lead to political discontent which
will, in turn, lead to a popular move-
ment that will bring about the removal
of Slobodan Milosevic. | disagree.

With the exception of South Africa,
crippling sanctions have not success-
fully brought about a change in polit-
ical leadership. Just look at Saddam
Hussein in Irag. We don’t know what is
going on there anymore.

To emphasize this point, Professor
Julie Mertus of the Ohio Northern Uni-
versity wrote an excellent piece which
was recently published in the Wash-
ington Post. Professor Mertus special-
izes in international law. Here is what
she has to say:

How does a freezing and hungry Yugoslavia
advance U.S. policy goals? Certainly
Milosevic will not be hungry this winter. The
idea is that the pain and suffering among the
lowest strata of society will ““trickle up” to
the higher echelons. Protests by dis-
contented citizens will lead to policy
changes and perhaps even the removal of
Milosevic. The problem is that humans do
not behave this way. Cold, dispirited citizens
do not take to the streets. Rather, they draw
up inside their own homes and try to survive.
If the going gets tough, they try to exit,
often leaving the country. Only the few with
hope continue to fight, and even they cannot
persist for long when they are isolated from
supportive networks.

Our sanctions policy has allowed
Milosevic to blame Serbia’s faltering
economy, declining humanitarian situ-
ation and international isolation on
the West. He has been able to deflect
the ire of the Serbian people who have
little access to independent media.

We must pursue specific courses of
action that will help us get rid of
Milosevic once and for all.

No. 1, we must continue to squeeze
Milosevic so that his allies inside and
outside the Serbian government will
see that he is vulnerable and his hold
on power is tenuous. Milosevic is an in-
dicted war criminal, and we have to
make his allies understand that his
fate is their fate. In other words, leave
now, or pay later.

No. 2, we should work with our allies
to announce a detailed humanitarian
and economic aid package that would
be available to the people of Serbia
once Milosevic is removed. The impor-
tance of this kind of package to the
success of democratization was under-
scored recently when several of us met
with the leaders of the anti-Milosevic
force right here in the Capitol.
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They talked about how important it
was we have a clear, defined package
that says, if he goes, here is what we
are willing to do.

No. 3, we should provide as much as-
sistance as we can, including such
things as heating oil, food, clothing
and direct financial assistance, as soon
as possible to the Serbian opposition
groups, particularly the mayors, who
are struggling to bring about demo-
cratic change.

No. 4, we should continue to support
President Djukanovic of Montenegro
with whom | met two weeks ago. He is
a bright and energetic leader and a key
ally for peace and prosperity in South-
east Europe.

No. 5, we must undertake a massive
effort to overrun Milosevic’s monopoly
control on Serbia’s mass media.
Milosevic’s distorted information must
be countered with the truth; a com-
modity we must get to the Serb people
whatever way possible.

As | mentioned earlier, | held a meet-
ing recently with a number of ambas-
sadors and senior embassy staff from
the nations of Southeast Europe to get
their reaction to the Stability Pact ini-
tiative. And they were honest; they
said things were not going well. They
were very clear that it was essential
that the United States be at the table
to provide leadership and contribute
our fair share.

Without our presence, they are not
confident that our NATO allies will
make good on the promises they made
at the end of the war. And, quite frank-
ly, | think it is up to us to make it
clear to our European allies that we ex-
pect them to adhere to their commit-
ment.

We are going to be at the table. We
are going to have leadership. We are
anteing up, and it is time for you to
ante up and make good on your prom-
ises.

The best way | can summarize the at-
titude at the meeting | had with the
ambassadors, and the meeting | had
with the Serbian opposition leaders is a
word in Serbo-Croatian—‘‘edemo’”—
which means, “‘let’s get going!”’

On balance, | believe there has been
some real progress made on a number
of fronts in our policy towards South-
east Europe in recent months. The Sta-
bility Pact is moving ahead—albeit
slowly and indeed need of some addi-
tional leadership, particularly ours.
The policy toward sanctions seems to
be finessed a bit and real work finally
is being done on the ground in the re-
gion to deal with humanitarian con-
cerns. | am pleased the administration
is starting to soften up on this a little
bit.

The administration is meeting with
Serbian opposition leaders and finan-
cial support is beginning to trickle into
the movement. Southeastern European
nations are beginning to think region-
ally with the understanding they have
a symbiotic relationship in their ef-
forts to promote and develop their
economies. That is wonderful.
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Although in many respects, things
are much better off today than they
were after the war, the momentum has
to be increased significantly, and that
is the challenge of this Congress and
this administration.

The administration, working through
the State Department, bears the re-
sponsibility of bringing about real
change in Serbia and honoring the
commitments the United States has
made to friendly governments in
Southeast Europe. Congress has an ob-
ligation to provide oversight and sup-
port to the administration’s policies
towards the restoration of peace and
stability in the region.

To that end, | look forward to work-
ing with my colleagues in the next ses-
sion of Congress to loosen some of the
restrictive language that was placed in
the Foreign Operations appropriations
bill, language that the State Depart-
ment claims has made it difficult, and
continues to make it difficult, for them
to do the kinds of things they would
like to be doing in Southeast Europe.

The Senate has already made a posi-
tive start with the recent unanimous
passage of the Serbia Democratization
Act. | believe we need to build on that
progress.

Southeast Europe is strategic to our
national interests and key to our ef-
forts to maintain peace in the world.
uUntil the nations of Southeast Europe
are welcomed into the broader Euro-
pean community, those efforts will re-
main unfulfilled. The United States
must provide the leadership because we
do ‘““have a dog in this fight.”

I thank the Chair. | yield the floor
and suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VOINOVICH). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

MILITARY STATE OF READINESS

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | was
presiding when the distinguished Sen-
ator from Ohio was talking about the
problems the U.N. faces in Kosovo. I
share all of the concerns the Senator
from Ohio expressed. In addition to
that, since I am the chairman of the
Senate Armed Services Readiness Sub-
committee, | have another concern,
and that is the deployment of troops in
1995 into Bosnia, then again to Kosovo,
and the way they are being deployed
today has put us in an apparent condi-
tion in terms of our state of readiness.

It is very unfortunate that during
this administration we have had a cut
in our force strength by approximately
50 percent, only to find out just last
week that two of our Army divisions
are now rated at C-4. That means they
are not capable of combat today. Those
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two divisions are the 10th Army Divi-
sion, of which most are located in Bos-
nia, and the 1st Infantry Division lo-
cated in Kosovo.

This means that if something should
happen, we are not in a ready condition
to defend America, where we do have
national security interests which, in
my opinion, we do not have and never
had in either Bosnia or Kosovo. | stood
side by side with the Senator from
Ohio in trying to keep us from making
that deployment. We were not success-
ful. | do believe we should be looking
very soon at any way we can bring our
troops back to a state of readiness, to
do what we are supposed to be doing,
the No. 1 function of Government, and
that is to defend America.

VIEQUES

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | have
been a little disturbed not knowing the
certainty of the schedule and how long
we will have to get some things done at
the last minute. | want to bring up one
issue that has to be discussed briefly,
and that is the issue of the range that
has been used for 58 years on the island
of Vieques located 6 miles off the
shores of Puerto Rico.

I am concerned about this because we
started using this range 58 years ago.
We have become dependent upon it be-
cause it is the only range we can use
that offers an integrated three-level
type of training—first, high-altitude
bombing; second, the type of protection
that comes from the ships to the shore
using live fire; and third, the Marine
expeditionary amphibious movements.
All three of those can be done simulta-
neously and have been done success-
fully over the last 58 years.

The problem we have with this range
is that there is no place else in the
Western Hemisphere that we can actu-
ally give the training to our troops.
Right, now we have deployed into the
Persian Gulf the U.S.S. Kennedy. Be-
cause this President put a moratorium
on training in Vieques, only half of
those deployed on the U.S.S. Kennedy
have ever had the necessary training
should they have to become involved in
combat.

We have scheduled for the 18th of
February the deployment of the U.S.S.
Eisenhower Battle Group. If this battle
group goes through the Mediterranean
and goes to the Persian Gulf, the
chances are better than 50-50 they will
see combat. If we do not allow them to
have the training on the island of
Vieques prior to their deployment,
they will have to go into combat very
likely without ever having any live
ordnance training. This goes for the pi-
lots flying the F-18s and the F-14s that
will be deployed off the U.S.S. Eisen-
hower.

I was there 3 weeks ago and watched
them during their training, but they
were unable to use live ordnances and
use that range. It goes for the 24th Ma-
rine Expeditionary Unit and the others
who would be deployed at the same
time.
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I would like to quote, if I could, Gen.
Wes Clark. Of course, he is one for
whom we all have a great deal of re-
spect. We watched the way he worked
commanding the European forces and
the NATO forces. He said:

The live fire training that our forces were
exposed to at training ranges such as
Vieques helped ensure that the forces as-
signed to this theater—

We are talking about Kosovo, those
78, 79 days—

were ready-on-arrival
fight, win and survive.

What General Clark is saying is, we
were successful. Even though we should
not have been in Kosovo to start with,
once we made that decision, we were
successful in dropping our cruise mis-
siles in there and our bombs because of
the training those pilots had on the is-
land of Vieques.

Capt. James Stark, Jr., the com-
manding officer of the Roosevelt Roads
Naval Station, said:

When you steam off to battle you’re either
ready or you’re not. If you’re not, that
means casualties. That means more POWs.
That means less precision and longer cam-
paigns. You pay a price for all this in war,
and that price is blood.

We are talking about American
blood. I am very proud of all the mili-
tary, uniformed and others. This is the
first time in the years | have served in
the Senate that they have been willing
to stand up for something they know is
right, not knowing for sure where the
President is going to be on this issue.

The President has imposed a morato-
rium on training on the island of
Vieques. We are going to try our best
to encourage him, for the lives of
Americans, to allow us to use it to
train those people who are on the
U.S.S. Eisenhower, ready to be de-
ployed.

Richard Danzig, the Secretary of the
Navy, said:

Only by providing this preparation can we
fairly ask our service members to put their
lives at risk.

In a joint statement between the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
the Chief of Naval Operations, and the
Commandant of the Marine Corps, they
said: Vieques provides integrated live-
fire training ‘‘critical to our readi-
ness,” and the failure to provide for
adequate live-fire training for our
naval forces before deployment will
place those forces at unacceptably high
risk during deployment.

This is military language to mean
casualties, those who can be killed in
action.

I am proud of Admiral Johnson, the
Chief of Naval Operations, and General
Jones, the Commandant of the Marine
Corps, when they say: Without the
ability to train on Vieques, the U.S.S.
Eisenhower Battle Group and the 24th
Marine Expeditionary Unit scheduled
for deployment in February 2000 would
not be ready for such deployment
“without greatly increasing the risk to
those men and women who we ask to
go in harm’s way.”’

and prepared to
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Lastly, Admiral Murphy, the Com-
mander of the Sixth Fleet of the Navy,
said: The loss of training on Vieques
would “‘cost American lives.”

It is a very serious thing. | some-
times listen to the complaints we hear
from some of the Puerto Ricans, but
mostly from the people of the island of
Vieques, who say: Wait a minute. How
would you like to have bombs dropped
and live ordnances fired where you are?

You can’t do anything about that.
They actually have a 10-mile buffer
range between the bombing range and
where people live.

| happen to represent the State of
Oklahoma. We have a very fine organi-
zation there called Fort Sill, where we
do all our artillery training. | have said
on the floor here several times before
that, while on Vieques they have a 10-
mile buffer zone, we have only a 1-mile
buffer zone in the State of Oklahoma
between a population of 100,000 people
living in Lawton and the live-fire
range.

So let me just wind up and conclude
by saying that many of us, including
Senator WARNER, the chairman of our
Armed Services Committee, are asking
the President and pleading with him to
work out some type of arrangement to,
at the very least during this interim
while we are in recess, provide for
training on the island of Vieques be-
cause if that does not happen, we will
lose American lives.

| yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. DURBIN. Would the Chair be
kind enough to tell me what the order
of business is?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are in
morning business until the hour of 12
o’clock and under the minority’s time.

Mr. DURBIN. | understand that my
colleague, Senator KENNEDY from Mas-
sachusetts, will be joining me on the
floor shortly. I will certainly yield at
that point.

The

VIDEO CAMERAS IN THE COCKPITS
OF AIRCRAFT

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, | would
like to address several topics that |
think may be of interest to those who
are following the debate in the Senate.
One in particular has become a focal
point of the news media across the
United States and literally around the
world. That was the crash of the
EgyptAir aircraft just a few weeks ago
and the loss of over 200 lives.

I find it interesting, as we try to
piece together all the information to
determine what happened in that air-
craft disaster, how limited we are with
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respect to investigative tools. We have
the so-called black box which has the
flight data information. We are poring
through that to try to determine what
was happening mechanically on that
plane when it went down. Then we have
the audio recording which is now the
focus of all sorts of international spec-
ulation. We listen to that audio record-
ing for sounds, for words, and then try
to piece together this mystery to de-
termine what happened in the cockpit
of that plane which led to this loss of
life.

This is more than just to satisfy curi-
osity. This investigation is being un-
dertaken, as most are, to determine
whether there is something we can or
should do to change the way aircraft
are maintained and flown to protect
those who are passengers. These inves-
tigations are critically important. We
often come up with information about
a mechanical failure. We then set out
to repair it. We decide that planes
won’t go back up in the air until that
is taken care of. If there is human
error—that will happen in most acci-
dents—we at least get to the bottom of
the equation and understand what is
going on.

The thing | find absolutely incred-
ible, in 1999, is that we are dealing with
such primitive tools when it comes to
investigating aircraft disasters. The
idea of an audio recording in a cockpit
goes back to the 1930s. That was the
state of the art then. But today, tech-
nology is far more advanced and |
would suggest that we need to update
plane safety by putting a video camera
in the new planes’ cockpits so we can
determine what is happening in a
crash.

The obvious is not being used. If you
walk into a bank, if you walk into
most office buildings, a casino, a con-
venience store, or stand in front of an
ATM machine, you will be on a video
camera which will reflect your conduct
and your activities. Think what a dif-
ference it would make today if there
had been a video camera in the cockpit
of the EgyptAir aircraft.

The obvious question is, Why haven’t
we done this? The technology is there.
It is a question of will. It may be a
question of legislation. That is why I
have written not only to the head of
the Federal Aviation Administration
as well as the Department of Transpor-
tation and the National Transportation
Safety Board, urging them to expedite
this question about whether or not we
can safely install a video camera in the
cockpit of aircraft to make certain
that if there is an accident, so that we
have another tool available to deter-
mine the reason for the disaster. We
wouldn’t be involved in all this specu-
lation with the people of Egypt about
the utterance of a prayer and whether
that meant this was a suicide mission
or something far different if we had a
videotape we could refer to. We could
find out who was at the controls and
what they did at those controls. We
would have an obvious clear answer to
the question.
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As | went through this, | was amazed.
| stopped and thought for a moment,
why in the world are we still stuck
with a tape recording of voices and
sounds in the investigation of this air-
craft disaster? I am urging my col-
leagues, those who feel as | do, to join
me in this effort to make certain we
bring the very best technology to the
cockpits of aircraft, not only in the
United States but those who serve the
United States, so the day may come
that if there is a disaster, we will have
a final and complete answer, not just
to satisfy curiosity but, even more im-
portant, to make sure passengers
across the world can at least have some
piece of mind knowing we have done
everything we can to make airline
safety our top and highest priority.

CLOSING DAYS OF THE SESSION

Mr. DURBIN. In the closing days of
this session—it is interesting—we have
spent almost a year debating 13 appro-
priations bills. Now we are trying to
bring them to a close. We have some
six or seven bills that will finally be
lumped together in a huge package
which literally no single Member of the
Senate will ever read.

It will come to the floor. And then
weeks afterwards, when people pore
through the details, they will call us in
our offices and say: Did you know there
was a paragraph in this bill which has
an impact on some people or some busi-
nesses? In all honesty, we don’t. We
rely on our leadership and other appro-
priators. Frankly, we rely on a system
that is flawed, a system that allows
this to happen too often. It is an unfor-
tunate system and, frankly, reflects
the fact that this Congress has been
very unproductive.

When Members of the Senate return
to their homes and are asked by aver-
age families in their States, what did
you accomplish to make life better for
the families of America, we will be
hard pressed to point to any significant
thing we have done.

If we pay attention to the polling
data of what Americans are worried
about and what families are concerned
about, we have missed the boat en-
tirely. We have missed it entirely,
when it comes to the question of the
relationship between American fami-
lies and their health insurance compa-
nies. Time and time again, when asked,
these families respond that they are
concerned about the fact doctors are no
longer making decisions, nurses are no
longer making decisions. Decisions are
being made by insurance companies
and their clerks.

We are down to the wire. Most of the
major issues that are on the minds of
the American public are being buried
in this session of the Congress. Most of
the bills, such as the Patients’ Bill of
Rights, that could have helped working
families are being stifled and gutted.
The Senate passed a bill several
months ago which was an embarrass-
ment. It was, in fact, a protection bill
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for the insurance companies. It didn’t
protect patients. It protected the CEOs
of companies that are making literally
millions of dollars off health care in
America.

Over the steadfast opposition of the
Republican leadership, the House of
Representatives took a different
course. They overwhelmingly approved,
275-151, a bipartisan bill with strong
protections for all privately insured
Americans. What a contrast. The Sen-
ate came up with an insurance version
of the bill; the House came up with a
version for American families.

Well, keep hope alive. Can there be a
conference? Can we come together? Can
we finally come up with a bill to pro-
tect American families? No. The honest
answer is the Republican leadership in
the House and the Senate refuse to
convene the conference to come up
with the bill and the House leadership
has rigged the naming of conferees so
that their conferees are all members
who opposed the House passed bill. So
we leave and close this session at the
end of 1999 no better than when we
started. We have nothing to say to the
families across America when they ask
whether we have taken any steps to
protect them when it comes to their re-
lationship with these insurance compa-
nies.

I am glad 68 Republicans in the
House of Representatives broke from
their leadership and voted with the
Democrats for a real Patients’ Bill of
Rights. The bill the Senate passed on
July 15 did absolutely nothing when it
came to protecting Americans and
dealing with their concerns about
health insurance.

Let us take a look at some of the dif-
ferences between the two bills intro-
duced in the House and the Senate.
This chart shows the Senate Repub-
lican bill and the bipartisan bill passed
by Republicans and Democrats in the
House of Representatives. It goes
through a long litany of things Amer-
ican families tell us they want to see in
their health insurance policies: pro-
tecting all patients, whether they are
employed in a small or large business
or bought their own insurance; the
ability to hold plans accountable if
they make the wrong decision about
medical care; the definition of medical
necessity; access to specialists; access
to out-of-network providers—the list
goes on and on—can a woman keep her
OB/GYN as her primary care physician
if that is the person with whom she is
comfortable.

Some plans say no. Many women
across America think that is a decision
that should be made by them and their
doctors. That is in this bill. And as we
go through all of these, we find the bi-
partisan bill that passed the House of
Representatives basically provides all
these protections.

Look at the scant protections pro-
vided by the Senate Republican bill.
You can see why many people across
America think we have failed in our
most important mission. The bill
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passed by the Senate excluded more
than 100 million Americans from basic
protections of health insurance reform.
Most of the provisions applied only to
the 48 million Americans in big em-
ployer-sponsored plans. It failed to pro-
vide basic protection to millions of
others.

In my State, Caterpillar Tractor
Company’s workers would have been
covered by the Senate bill; Motorola’s
employees would have been covered.
John Deere’s would be covered. But
America’s small business employees
would be left behind by the Senate Re-
publican bill. A farmer in Macoupin
County, IL, who pays for his own fam-
ily’s insurance, and pays a lot for it,
wouldn’t be safe from insurance abuses.
Public school teachers, policemen,
women, firemen, and so many others
would be out of luck.

I will return to this in a moment. |
will speak to another issue, which | be-
lieve the Senator from Massachusetts
is going to address. That is the perilous
situation we find ourselves in in the
closing hours of the session when it
comes to the critical question of fair-
ness in organ allocation.

We have a situation across America
where over 4,800 Americans die every
year waiting for an organ transplant.
There are people in your State and
mine sitting by the telephone hoping
for the call that tells them they have a
chance to live. It is hard to believe this
has become a political issue. In fact, it
has. An effort by the Department of
Health and Human Services to make
organs available across America to
those in need is being stopped by an or-
ganization and a special interest group
that really has put profit ahead of
human well-being. | hope we can ad-
dress this and address it forcefully. Let
it be known on a bipartisan basis that
we want to take the politics and the
special interests out of organ alloca-
tion, that our dedication is to the men
and women and children sitting by
those telephones waiting for word of
the availability of an organ.

At this point, | yield the floor to my
colleague from Massachusetts, Senator
KENNEDY.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized.

Mr. KENNEDY. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, 9 minutes remain
until the hour of 12.

TICKET TO WORK AND WORK
INCENTIVES IMPROVEMENT ACT

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today,
the House of Representatives will take
up one of the most important bills to
come before this Congress, now labeled
the Ticket To Work and Work Incen-
tives Improvement Act, which is in-
tended to move us closer to opening
the workplace doors for the disabled in
communities across the country.

It is a sad day when the U.S. Con-
gress finds it necessary to attach a
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controversial provision to the legisla-
tion that could jeopardize the oppor-
tunity for large numbers of people with
disabilities to fulfill their hopes and
dreams of living independent and pro-
ductive lives.

A decade ago, when Congress enacted
the Americans With Disabilities Act,
we promised our disabled fellow citi-
zens a new and better life in which dis-
ability would no longer put an end to
the American dream. Too often, for too
many Americans, that promise has
been unfulfilled. The Ticket To Work
and Work Incentives Improvement Act
is basically the legislation that Sen-
ator JEFFORDS of Vermont and I, Sen-
ator RoOTH, and Senator MOYNIHAN
urged the Senate to accept and had
been accepted by the Senate by a 99-0
vote. Now the title is the Ticket To
Work and Work Incentives Improve-
ment Act, and it will dramatically
strengthen the fulfillment of that
promise.

We know that millions of disabled
men and women in this country want
to work and are able to work. But they
are denied the opportunity, primarily
because they lack the continued access
to needed health care. As a result, the
Nation is denied their talents and con-
tributions to our community.

Eliminating the health care barriers
to work will help large numbers of dis-
abled Americans to achieve self-suffi-
ciency and enable them to become
equal partners in the American dream.
The Ticket To Work and Work Incen-
tives Improvement Act removes these
unfair barriers to work that face so
many Americans with disabilities. It
makes health insurance available and
affordable when a disabled person goes
to work, or develops a significant dis-
ability while working; it gives people
greater access to the services they need
to become successfully employed; it
phases out the loss of cash benefits as
income rises, instead of the unfair sud-
den cutoff that workers with disabil-
ities face today; it places work incen-
tives in communities, rather than bu-
reaucracies, to help workers with dis-
abilities to learn how to obtain the em-
ployment services and support they
need.

For far too long, disabled Americans
have been left out and left behind. It is
time for us to take the long overdue
action needed to correct the injustices
that have unfairly been placed upon
those with disabilities. We should not
have this legislation brought down by a
controversial provision that does not
belong in this bill—a provision that is
effectively what they call around here
a ‘“‘poison pill.”” A provision that en-
dangers the legislation.

I want to say that for a time it
looked as if we were going to see a suc-
cessful achievement for this legisla-
tion, and I want to commend my col-
league and friend, the Senator from
Vermont, Mr. JEFFORDS, for his strong
leadership, as chairman of our Human
Resource Committee. He has worked
long and hard for this legislation. If we
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are able to achieve it, his role in sup-
port of it and also in its development is
enormously important.

On the unacceptable amendment that
I had mentioned, it is the amendment
which would effectively undermine the
proposal of the Secretary of HHS on
Final Rule for organ transplantation.
There is an excellent editorial in the
Washington Post, dated 11-17-99. It
puts this issue in perspective. It says:

Congress has not quite given up the year-
long attempt to block rules that would make
the Nation’s organ transplant network more
equitable. House leaders are maneuvering to
undo a deal reached by conferees allowing
the rules to go into effect, even threatening
to block an unrelated authorization for re-
search and training at children’s hospitals if
the organ rules are not further delayed.

This was written at a time when they
were threatening to hold up the help
and assistance that pediatric hospitals
need to train pediatricians, to make
sure that pediatric hospitals were
going to be treated fairly and equi-
tably, as other teaching hospitals.

There is broad and wide bipartisan
support for the proposal to support
teaching in pediatric hospitals. But
that was going to be the messenger,
and the poison pill was going to be the
language which, as | understand, would
be a part of the legislation that we will
see later on in the day.

Let me continue with the Post edi-
torial:

The rules issuance last year touched off fu-
rious counter-lobbying by the supporters of
the small local transplant centers who feared
that a new system based more on finding the
patients with the most urgent need, and less
on keeping organs near home, would force
small centers to close. Never mind if it also
would save lives. Currently, when an organ
becomes available, it is offered locally first
and then regionally. That leads to situations
in which people languish on long waiting
lists in some places, while the wait in other
regions is much shorter. The wealthy can get
on multiple waiting lists and fly to wherever
a liver or kidney becomes available. Since
some 4,000 people a year die while waiting for
an organ, you would think a proposal to
purge the distribution system of some of its
inefficiencies would have been welcome. In-
stead, local transplant centers turn to Con-
gress, which twice attached riders to appro-
priations bills delaying the regulations’ ef-
fective date. They also turned to State gov-
ernments, many of which passed laws that
bar and prevent organs from being trans-
ferred out of State. Finally, conferees
reached a compromise that would delay the
rules 6 more weeks, then let them go into ef-
fect.

Mr. President, that agreement was
broken with the language that has
been included on the disability legisla-
tion. By breaking that agreement, the
lives of tens of thousands of des-
perately ill people are put at risk.
Every year, thousands of people die
while waiting for transplantation—and
at least one person every day dies be-
cause the transplantation system is
not equitable. The language included
on the disability legislation violates
fundamental fairness—the fairness of
the bargaining process in which an
agreement was reached between the
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Secretary and the appropriators, and
the fairness of the organ allocation
system.

Mr. President, | will take only a mo-
ment or two more—because the time is
moving on—to refer to the Institute of
Medicine report, which really is the au-
thoritative report on this whole issue.
I will mention relevant parts of the in-
stitute report, and focus on the conclu-
sion that the Institute of Medicine had
on the whole question of developing
rules on fairness for organ transplan-
tation—the question of how to best ad-
dress the moral issues and the ability
of people to be able to be treated fairly
under a system of organ distribution.

The Institute of Medicine’s analysis
shows that patients who have a less ur-
gent need for a transplant sometimes
receive transplants before more se-
verely ill patients who are served by
different OPOs. There is no credible
evidence that implementing the HHS’s
recommendation would result in clo-
sure of smaller transplant centers.

Mr. President, that fear about the
fate of small centers is the heart of the
argument of those that have put on
this rider. A rider that has no business
being put on this legislation.

The Institute of Medicine analysis
further found that there is no reason to
conclude that minority and low-income
patients would be less likely to obtain
organ transplants as a result. Like-
wise, data does not support the asser-
tion that potential donors and their
families would decline to make dona-
tions because an organ might be used
outside the donor’s immediate geo-
graphical area.

The Institute of Medicine rec-
ommended that HHS—and this is on
page 12 of the report—should exercise
the legitimate oversight responsibil-
ities assigned to it by the National
Organ Transplant Act, and articulated
in the Final Rule, to manage the sys-
tem of organ procurement and trans-
plantation in the public interest.

Federal oversight is needed to ensure
that high standards of equity and qual-
ity are met. Those high standards of
equity and quality were included in the
Secretary’s excellent recommendation.
By tampering with those, we are under-
mining enormously powerful and im-
portant health policy issues. And this
extremely controversial rider is added
onto underlying legislation which is so
important to millions of disabled indi-
viduals in our country. Individuals who
thought—when this legislation moved
through with very strong bipartisan
support in the Senate, and then
through the final months, has moved
through the House of Representatives,
and has the strong support of President
Clinton, and has had the bipartisan
support here in the Congress—thought
that there was going to be a new day
for those who have physical or mental
challenges and disabilities to have the
ability to participate in the workforce
and become more productive, useful,
active, and independent citizens in this
country, and also to be able to con-
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tribute to the Nation in a more signifi-
cant way.

I certainly hope we can work through
this process because the legislation,
which as | mentioned, has been com-
pleted and supported in a bipartisan
way, is a lifeline to millions of Ameri-
cans and deserves passage.

I see my friend and colleague, Sen-
ator JEFFORDS, who has been instru-
mental in having this legislation ad-
vanced. | am glad to see him on the
floor at this time. | hope he will ad-
dress the Senate on this issue.

MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.
The Senator from Vermont.

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended until 1 p.m. with the
time equally divided in the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator from Massachusetts.
I would be happy if he desires to more
fully discuss what we have done. | was
not here to hear his full speech. |
thank him. We have worked together.
He was here years before | came to the
Senate. In 1975, we had the initial big
step forward for the disabled and were
able to set up the 94142, as it was called
then, to make sure all children got a
good education, and specially those
with disabilities.

As we have walked through this over
a period of many years, we have fought
year by year to remove block by block
what the disabled community has had
to face. Finally, we are at that point
where we are opening the final door to
allow them to do what all disabled
want to do, and that is to have a mean-
ingful life, to be able to seek employ-
ment, and get employment without
having the doors slammed because they
lost their benefits.

I can’t thank the Senator enough for
what he has done. Also, there are oth-
ers, some who have left this body, such
as Bob Dole, who was another leader
for the disabled. | praise him also for
the work he did, and especially in this
area where he helped us introduce the
bill that we were so happy to be able to
cosponsor and to see it put into the
final steps.

I thank the Senator from Massachu-
setts profusely for all he has done. |
would be happy to yield for any further
comment.

Mr. KENNEDY. As | mentioned ear-
lier, this has been a continuing process
beginning with the passage of the
Americans With Disabilities Act, when
we put into law protections for the dis-
abled so they wouldn’t be discrimi-
nated against in the workplace based
upon their disability.

As the Senator knows very well, that
has been enormously important and
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has been effective. But as the Senator
has pointed out, with this legislation
complimenting what has been achieved
with the Americans With Disabilities
Act, we can open an entirely new dawn
for millions who have some disability.

As we are getting closer to achieving
that, | am sure the Senator agrees with
me that when we finally have the
President’s signature on this, there
will be people saying: What has taken
them so long? This is such a common-
sense approach. But as the Senator
knows, this has been a battle every
step of the way. There have been those
who have felt that if we do this for this
particular group, we might be estab-
lishing some form of precedent that
may be used somewhere down the road,
and worry if we know where it might
lead.

There are a number of strong nega-
tive voices out there. Nonetheless, |
think with the leadership of the Sen-
ator from Vermont and others—he
mentioned certainly Senator Dole,
Senator Weicker, and our good friend
on our human resources committee,
TomM HARKIN, who is generally recog-
nized in this body as one of the real au-
thorities on disability issues—this has
been a common effort of this institu-
tion. It is an area of public policy
where this institution has done what it
is challenged to do; and that is to find
common ground in a bipartisan way to
address a common concern that affects
millions of Americans and make
progress on it.

I again thank the Senator from
Vermont for the opportunity to work
with him. We still have a ways to go to
make sure the legislation actually
reaches the people and addresses the
regulations in the way it is intended.
But | think this is going to be enor-
mously important—and | hope soon to
finally have the President’s signature
on this legislation. We are much closer
today than we have ever been in the
past.

I join with the Senator to thank him
for his good work. We hope to see that
this is actually put into place and im-
plemented so it will benefit those that
it should benefit.

| thank the Senator.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President,
again, | thank the Senator from Massa-
chusetts for those comments and for
all the work he has done.

I am delighted to stand before you
today, to speak about an extremely im-
portant piece of legislation. The bill we
are sending to the President today, a
bill 1 know he is eager to sign into law,
will have a tremendous impact on peo-
ple with disabilities. In fact, this legis-
lation is the most important piece of
legislation for the disability commu-
nity since the Americans with Disabil-
ities Act.

My reason for sponsoring this par-
ticular piece of legislation is quite sim-
ple. The Work Incentives Improvement
Act of 1999 addresses a fundamental
flaw in current law. Today, individuals
with disabilities are forced to make a
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choice . . . an absurd choice. They
must choose between working and re-
ceiving health care. Under current fed-
eral law, if people with disabilities
work and earn over $700 per month,
they will lose cash payments and
health care coverage under Medicaid or
Medicare. This is health care coverage
that they need. This is health care cov-
erage that they cannot get in the pri-
vate sector. This is not right.

Once enacted, the Work Incentives
Improvement Act of 1999 will allow in-
dividuals with disabilities, in states
that elect to participate, continuing
access to health care when they return
to work or remain working. In addi-
tion, those individuals who seek it, will
have access to job training and job
placement assistance from a wider
range of providers than is available at
this time. Currently, there are 9.5 mil-
lion individuals with disabilities across
the country who receive cash payments
and health care coverage from the fed-
eral government. Approximately 24,000
of these individuals live in my home
state, Vermont. Once enacted, the
Work Incentives Improvement Act will
actually save the federal government
money. For example, let’s assume that
200 Social Security disability bene-
ficiaries in each state return to work
and forgo cash payments. That would
be 10,000 individuals out of the 9.5 mil-
lion individuals with disabilities across
the country. The annual savings to the
Federal Treasury in cash payments for
just these 10,000 people would be
$133,550,000! Imagine the savings to the
Federal Treasury if this number were
higher. Clearly, the Work Incentives
Improvement Act of 1999 is fiscally re-
sponsible legislation.

I began work on this bill in 1996.
Though it was a long and sometimes
difficult task, many hands made light
work. Senator KENNEDY, Ranking
Member on the HELP Committee,
joined me in March of 1997. Senators
RoTH and MOYNIHAN, Chairman and
Ranking Member on the Finance Com-
mittee signed on as committed part-
ners in December of 1998. Last January,
35 of our colleagues, from both sides of
the aisle, joined us in introducing S.
331, the Senate version of this legisla-
tion. One week later, in a Finance
Committee hearing, we heard compel-
ling testimony from our friend, former
Senator Dole, a strong supporter of
this legislation. A month later, we
marked this legislation out of the Fi-
nance Committee with an over-
whelming majority in favor of the bill.
Finally, on June 15th, with a total of 80
cosponsors, we passed this legislation
on the floor of the United States Sen-
ate, with a unanimous vote of 99-0.

Four months later, over 35 of our col-
leagues in the House of Representa-
tives, took to the floor of their cham-
ber, and spoke eloquently for their
version of this legislation. Later that
day, the bill passed the floor of the
House with a vote of 412-9. Since then,
the Senate and House Conferees have
been working diligently in effort to
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reach common ground. | am very
pleased today, that the differences in
policy in the two different bills have
been resolved and consensus has been
reached on a conference agreement.
This agreement does not compromise
the original intent of the legislation,
retaining key provisions from S. 331.

From my perspective, the Work In-
centives Improvement Act of 1999 rep-
resents a natural and important pro-
gression in federal policy for individ-
uals with disabilities. That is, federal
policy increasingly reflects the premise
that individuals with disabilities are
cherished by their families, valued and
respected in their communities, and
are an asset and resource to our na-
tional economy. Today, most federal
policy promotes opportunities for these
individuals, regardless of the severity
of their disabilities, to contribute to
their maximum potential—at home, in
school, at work, and in the community.

I have been committed to improving
the lives of individuals with disabil-
ities throughout my Congressional ca-
reer. Providing a solid elementary and
secondary education for children with
disabilities, so that they will be
equipped, along with their peers, to
benefit from post-secondary and em-
ployment opportunities is crucial.
When | came to Congress in 1975, Pub-
lic Law 94-142, the Education for all
Handicapped Children Act, now the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA), was enacted into law.
IDEA assures each child with a dis-
ability, a free and appropriate public
education. 1 am proud to be one of the
original drafters of this legislation
which has reshaped what we offer to
and expect of children with disabilities
in our nation’s schools.

In addition, | have been committed
to providing job training opportunities
for individuals with disabilities. In
1978, | played a central role in ensuring
access to programs and services offered
by the federal government for individ-
uals with disabilities through an
amendment to the Rehabilitation Act.
| believe that this amendment alone
laid the foundation for significant leg-
islation that followed, including the
Technology-Related Assistance for In-
dividuals with Disabilities Act of 1988,
now the Assistive Technology Act of
1998, both of which | drafted. Most im-
portantly, this legislation opened the
doors for the most comprehensive piece
of legislation of all, the Americans
with Disabilities Act of 1990. This legis-
lation prohibits discrimination on the
basis of disability in employment, pub-
lic services, public accommodations,
transportation, and telephone service.

These laws have forever changed the
social landscape of America. They
serve as models for other countries who
recognize that their citizens with dis-
abilities are an untapped resource. In
our country, individuals with disabil-
ities are seen everywhere, doing every-
thing. Just this past weekend, thou-
sands of physically disabled individuals
participated in the New York City Mar-
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athon, as they have been doing for
years. The expectations that these peo-
ple set for themselves and the stand-
ards we apply to them have increas-
ingly been raised, and now in many cir-
cumstances equal those set and applied
to other individuals.

Unfortunately, one major inequity
remains. That is, the loss of health
care coverage if an individual on the
Social Security disability rolls chooses
to work. Individuals with disabilities
want to work. They have told me this.
In fact, a Harris survey found that 72
percent of Americans with disabilities
want to work, but only one-third of
them do work. With today’s enactment
of the Work Incentives Improvement
Act of 1999, individuals with disabil-
ities will no longer need to worry about
losing their health care if they choose
to work a forty-hour week, to put in
overtime, or to pursue career advance-
ment. Individuals with disabilities are
sitting at home right now, waiting for
this legislation to become law. Having
a job will provide them with a sense of
self-worth. Having a job will allow
them to contribute to our economy.
Having a job will provide them with a
living wage, which is not what one has
through Social Security.

In addition to continuing health care
coverage and providing job training op-
portunities for individuals with disabil-
ities, this legislation offers many other
substantial long-term benefits. The
Work Incentives Improvement Act of
1999 will give us access to data regard-
ing the numbers, the health care needs,
and the characteristics of individuals
with disabilities who work. Further-
more, this legislation will provide the
federal government as well as private
employers and insurers, the facts upon
which to craft appropriate future
health care options for working indi-
viduals with disabilities. It will allow
employers and insurers to factor in the
effects of changing health care needs
over time for this population. Hope-
fully, it will even improve the way in
which employers operate return-to-
work programs. Through increased
tracking of data, we will learn the ben-
efits of intervening with appropriate
health care, when an individual ini-
tially acquires a disability. We will
also learn the value of continuing
health care to a working individual
with a disability. If an individual, even
with a severe disability, knows that he
or she has access to uninterrupted, ap-
propriate health care, the individual
will be a healthier, happier and thus
more productive worker.

I would like to take the time now to
briefly outline the major provisions
which have remained as part of this
legislation. The conference agreement
retains the two state options of estab-
lishing Medicaid buy-ins for individ-
uals on Social Security disability rolls,
who choose to work and exceed income
limits in current law, as well as for
those who show medical improvement,
but still have an underlying disability.
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For working individuals with disabil-
ities, the conference agreement ex-
tends access, beyond what is allowed in
current law, to Medicare. In addition,
the legislation before us today retains
several key provisions from S. 331, in-
cluding, the authority to fund Medicaid
demonstration projects to provide ac-
cess to health care to working individ-
uals with a potentially severe dis-
ability; the State Infrastructure Grant
Program, to assist states in reaching
and helping individuals with disabil-
ities who work; work incentive plan-
ners and protection and advocacy pro-
visions; and finally, most of the provi-
sions in the Ticket to Work Program.

In order to control the cost of this
legislation, compromises were made.
Although the purpose of the State In-
frastructure Grant Program and the
Medicaid Demonstration Grant Pro-
gram remain the same, the terms and
conditions of these grants were altered
in conference. As a result, states are
not required to offer a Medicaid buy-in
option to individuals with disabilities
on Social Security, who work and ex-
ceed income limits in current law,
prior to receiving an Infrastructure or
a Medicaid Demonstration Grant.

Also in Conference, the extended pe-
riod of eligibility for Medicare for
working individuals with disabilities
has been changed from 24 to 78 months.
During this extended period, the fed-
eral government is to cover the cost of
the Part A premium of Medicare for a
working individual with a disability,
who is eligible for Medicare. S. 331
would have extended such coverage for
an individual’s working life, if he or
she became eligible during a 6-year
time period.

I would like to note two changes to
the Ticket to Work program made dur-
ing Conference. The new legislation
shifts the appointment authority for
the members of the Work Incentives
Advisory Panel from the Commissioner
of Social Security to the President and
Congress. In addition, language regard-
ing the reimbursements between em-
ployment networks and state voca-
tional rehabilitation agencies was de-
leted in Conference. The new legisla-
tion gives the Commissioner of Social
Security the authority to address these
matters through regulation.

Although several changes have been
made from the original Work Incen-
tives bill, 1 am still very pleased with
what we are adopting today. This is
legislation that makes sense, and it
will contribute to the well-being of
millions of Americans, including those
with disabilities and their friends,
their families, and their co-workers.
Today’s vote provides us the oppor-
tunity to bring responsible change to
federal policy and to eliminate a mis-
guided result of the current system—if
you don’t work, you get health care; if
you do work, you don’t get health care.
The Work Incentives Improvement Act
of 1999 makes living the American
dream a reality for millions of individ-
uals with disabilities, who will no
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longer be forced to choose between the
health care coverage they so strongly
need and the economic independence
they so dearly desire.

In closing, | would like to thank the
many people who contributed to reach-
ing this day. | especially thank the
conferees, Majority Leader LOTT, Sen-
ators ROTH and MOYNIHAN, and in the
House, Majority Leader ARMEY, and
Congressmen ARCHER, BLILEY, RANGEL,
and DINGELL. | also thank their staff
who worked so closely in effort to
reach this day. From my staff, | thank
Pat Morrissey, Lu Zeph, Leah Menzies,
Chris Crowley, and Kim Monk. | want
to recognize and extend my apprecia-
tion to the staff members of my three
fellow sponsors of this bill; Connie Gar-
ner in Senator KENNEDY’s office, Jen-
nifer Baxendell and Alexander Vachon
with Senator ROTH, and Kristen Testa,
John Resnick, and Edwin Park from
Senator MOYNIHAN’s staff. Finally, |
wish to thank Ruth Ernst with the
Senate Legislative Counsel for her
drafting skill and substantive exper-
tise, her willingness to meet time ta-
bles, and most of all, her patience.

In addition to staff, we received
countless hours of assistance and ad-
vice from the Work Incentives Task
Force of the Consortium for Citizens
with Disabilities. These individuals
worked tirelessly to educate Members
of Congress about the need for and the
effects of this legislation.

Finally, | would like to urge my col-
leagues in both chambers to set aside
any concerns about peripheral matters
and to focus on the central provisions
of this legislation. Let’s focus on what
today’s vote will mean to the 9.5 mil-
lion individuals with disabilities across
the nation. At last, these individuals
will be able to work, to preserve their
health, to support their families, to be-
come independent, and most impor-
tantly, to contribute to their commu-
nities, the economy, and the nation.
We are making a statement, a noble
statement and we must do the right
thing. Let’s send this bill to the Presi-
dent.

Thank you, Mr. President.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, under
the unanimous consent agreement, how
much time remains in morning busi-
ness?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NETT). We are in morning business
until 1 o’clock, with the time equally
divided between the two sides.

Mr. DURBIN. The remaining time on
the Democratic side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
six minutes.

LEGISLATIVE LANDFILL

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, as we re-
flect at the end of this legislative ses-
sion on our accomplishments, it is my
belief that there are very few things we
can go back home to tell the American
people we achieved.

100 Senators and 435 Members of the
House of Representatives came to
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Washington, DC, at the beginning of
the year and listened closely to Presi-
dent Clinton’s State of the Union Ad-
dress where he outlined a program and
some objectives, many stood and
cheered. The applause lines were fre-
quent during the course of that speech.
People of both political parties left the
State of the Union Address saying they
were now energized and invigorated to
go forward and address the issues fac-
ing America, and we began the legisla-
tive process.

For me, it is the 17th time | have
been through this. It is hard for me to
remember another session of the Con-
gress as unproductive as this session of
the Congress. When it came to issues
that the people and families across
America care about, this Congress re-
fused to do anything. This wasn’t a ti-
tanic struggle between the Republican
conservative agenda and the progres-
sive agenda of the Democrats where we
brought issues to the floor and fought
over amendments from one side to the
other. That is what we are supposed to
see on Capitol Hill. That didn’t happen
because there was no agenda on the
other side. The Republican leadership
had no agenda.

Recently, a Republican Congressman
said we considered this year a “‘legisla-
tive timeout.” When timeouts occur
during the course of an NFL football
game, most people leave the room and
go to the refrigerator; if America’s
families had left the room and gone to
the refrigerator, they would have spent
a lot of time there this year if they
were waiting for Congress to do some-
thing. We didn’t do it. We didn’t re-
spond. Now we have to go home, as we
should, and explain it.

Let me state some of the issues we
failed to act on this year, issues that
make a difference to families across
America. The Patients’ Bill of Rights:
The relationship of a person, a family,
a business, to their health insurance
company. That is pretty basic. When
we asked America’s families, they said
that is the No. 1 concern. We want to
make certain, when we go in a doctor’s
office, that the doctor makes the deci-
sion, not some clerk at an insurance
company off in Topeka, KS.

I know from my experience in Illi-
nois, as most others know from their
own personal experiences, many times
doctors are being overruled. | can re-
call a doctor who said to me a mother
came in the office with an infant and
the baby had been complaining of a
headache on the right side of his head
for several months. The doctor asked if
it was always complaining about one
side of the head, and the mother said
yes. The doctor thought: | had better
take an MRI to see if there might be a
brain tumor. Before he said that to the
mother, he looked at her file for the
name of her insurance company. He
said, excuse me, left the room, got on
the phone and called the insurance
company. He said: The mother presents
herself with an infant complaining of
headaches for several weeks and
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months on one side of the head. It is
my medical decision and opinion we
should have an MRI to determine
whether there is a possibility of a brain
tumor.

The voice on the other end of the
phone said: No; no. The insurance com-
pany that pays for the bills declines
that procedure.

That doctor had to walk back to that
room and not even tell the mother
what had happened. He was bound by
his contract not even to disclose that
his medical judgment had been over-
ruled by an insurance company clerk.

That is the state of health care in
America. Families who go into those
doctors’ offices, confident the patient-
doctor relationship is a sacred one that
can be trusted, are beginning to think
twice. They appeal to Members of Con-
gress, Democrats and Republicans: Do
something; restore our faith in our
medical system. Restore quality health
care. Pass a Patients’ Bill of Rights.

No, not in this Congress. This Con-
gress and the Senate on July 15 passed
a bill friendly to the insurance compa-
nies—as if they needed another friend
on Capitol Hill—a bill which, frankly,
didn’t address the most basic issues
families worry over every single day.

I won’t even get into the question of
expanding medical insurance coverage.
We wouldn’t even utter those words on
Capitol Hill for fear it might bring
down charges of radicalism, the idea
that the 44 million uninsured Ameri-
cans who grow in number every year
might have their Government care
enough to do something. We are not in
that business with the Republican-con-
trolled Congress. We don’t talk about
those things—like the aunt who is
somewhere off in the distance, never
referred to by a family.

We don’t talk about medical cov-
erage for all Americans. Families talk
about it. Families talk about their Kids
turning 23 years of age, coming off the
health insurance policies of their
moms and dads, and whether they have
a chance to be covered. Families talk
about whether or not someone with a
preexisting condition can find insur-
ance in this country. We don’t talk
about it in Congress, no. The insurance
companies don’t want Members to talk
about it. The special interests ruled
this session of Congress.

We see in the Republican legislative
landfill of the 106th Congress the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights, an issue we failed
to address.

The nuclear test ban treaty: Just a
few weeks ago, possible one of the
worst decisions made by Congress in a
decade, a decision to turn down a trea-
ty where the United States not only
would have the moral leadership in the
world but enact a treaty that backs it
up and says to countries around the
world: If you are not a nuclear power,
don’t become one. If you have nuclear
weapons, don’t test them. Let's stop
this nuclear arms race in place.

This nuclear test ban treaty failed in
the Senate on a largely partisan vote.
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It was a sad day for America. It was a
sad day for a country which has tried
to lead the world and say to countries
such as India and Pakistan, stop what
you are doing, don’t keep this arms
race going and develop nuclear weap-
ons that could mushroom into a war
that would destroy not only people in
those two countries but in many other
nations. This Congress, this Senate,
failed to enact a nuclear test ban trea-

Y.

We failed to enact any legislation to
deal with school construction. Take a
look at the numbers: There will be
more kids showing up for classes in the
next 10 years than we have been serv-
ing in the last 10 or 20 years. Those
kids need teachers, they need class-
rooms, they need modern schools,
schools where they have the electricity
to make certain they can sustain the
computer technology, schools that are
safe, schools where kids have a positive
learning environment. When the Presi-
dent made this proposal for school con-
struction, it was greeted with disbelief
and disapproval on the other side of the
aisle. We have done nothing in this ses-
sion of Congress to deal with school
construction.

Campaign finance reform: Is there a
more basic issue for the future of Con-
gress? Will we ever change the current
system which has become a bidding
war among special interests where
Members of the Senate such as myself
literally have to be on the phone day
and night, begging for money for a
campaign that costs millions of dol-
lars? If you are not independently
wealthy and cannot write a big check
to sustain your own campaign in the
Senate, you spend most of your time
begging for money. Is that what Ameri-
cans want in the Senate or the House
of Representatives? | don’t think so.

A Dbipartisan bill—Senator JOHN
MCcCAIN, a Republican, of Arizona, and
Senator RuUss FEINGOLD, a Democrat
from Wisconsin—said we can clean up
this system, but this Congress failed to
enact meaningful campaign finance re-
form. Only 55 Senators—45 Democrats
and 10 Republicans—came forward in
support of this most basic change in re-
form.

As part of the legislative landfill of
the 106th Congress, Republicans were
successful in not passing campaign fi-
nance reform.

Minimum wage increase? The min-
imum wage in this country is $5.15 an
hour. When you calculate that out, it
means a little over $10,000 a year in in-
come. Can any of us consider a life on
$10,000 a year and what it would mean?
Keep in mind, these are men and
women who get up and go to work
every single day and make $5.15 an
hour. Inflation eats away at it, at a
wage that was already too low to be
livable. We tried this year to increase
the minimum wage by 50 cents an hour
each year over the next 2 years, saying
it is only fair that working men and
women have that help from their Gov-
ernment. We were resisted on the Re-
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publican side of the aisle. Ultimately,
they came up with their own package.
They do not do it over 2 years; they do
it over 3 years, which costs those wage
earners $1,200 a year in income to take
that approach. Mr. President, $1,200?
You might say that is not that big a
deal. It is if you are making $10,000 a
year; it is a very big deal.

The Republican  approach rep-
resenting special interests in stopping
the minimum wage increase prevailed.
They also added in there some tax
breaks that, frankly, cannot be taken
seriously because they did not pay for
them. There we have it—the minimum
wage issue into the landfill.

This is one you will remember, the
juvenile crime control bill. You will re-
member it because it came up right
after Columbine High School. It was an
effort by the Senate to pass a sensible
gun control law. When the final vote
was cast, it was 50-50. Vice President
Al Gore came to the floor, broke the
tie, and we enacted the bill which said
as follows: When people buy guns at
gun shows, we want to know if they
have a history of violent mental illness
or a criminal record.

In an effort to keep guns out of the
hands of criminals and kids, we passed
a sensible gun control measure, sent it
across the Rotunda to the House of
Representatives, where it literally died
because the National Rifle Association
and the gun lobby decided they did not
want to pass any gun control bills this
session. This Nation, which was
shocked by the occurrences at Col-
umbine and so many other schools, had
a chance to pass sensible gun control
legislation and failed. We will go home
now to face our constituents, many of
whom live in cities where gun violence
is a commonplace occurrence, and have
to tell them this Congress failed to
pass any sensible gun control legisla-
tion.

Smaller class size—thank goodness
the President prevailed in his negotia-
tions. The President’s goal, and one |
share, is to reduce class size in the
early grades so quality teachers can
meet with Kids right when they are
starting their education and help them
along. You take the kids who are the
best and the brightest and you give
them the biggest challenges. You take
those who may be suffering from some
learning disability, you diagnose their
problem and try to deal with it at an
early age. You take the kids who do
not learn as quickly and give them spe-
cial attention. For teachers to achieve
that, they need smaller class sizes. If
you put 30 Kkids in a classroom, the
teacher is lucky to maintain discipline,
let alone meet the special needs of in-
dividual students.

So the President said, and | agree:
We need to focus 100,000 teachers into
reducing class size across America.
until a few days ago, the Republicans
had opposed this. Finally, the Presi-
dent prevailed. Finally, we are moving
forward on this initiative which we
started last year that serves school dis-
tricts all across America, not just in
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the cities but in the towns and suburbs
alike.

Look at the efforts to help family
farmers. We finally came through with
that on a bipartisan basis. It is one of
the things we achieved this year. But it
begs the question, to leave it at that,
because next year if we do not change
the basic Federal farm policy, the so-
called Freedom to Farm Act, we are
going to see a rerun, unfortunately, of
what we saw this year—farmers lit-
erally struggling to survive. As prices
across the world have plummeted, they
cannot make a decent income.

In my home State of Illinois, a State
that has a very strong farm sector, just
a few years ago the average net farm
income for a farmer was about $48,000 a
year. This year it will be about $25,000.
That is about half. But $13,000 of the
$25,000 will come from Federal pay-
ments. The other about $12,000 will
come in farm operations. We cannot
sustain a farm economy where half the
income of farmers in Illinois and Min-
nesota or Nebraska comes from the
Federal Treasury. The law has to be
changed, and this year we did not take
up a change in the law as we should
have.

The last point 1 would like to make
before | yield to my colleague from
Minnesota is this. The Patients’ Bill of
Rights is an issue we have to return to
as the highest priority in the next Con-
gress. When you consider the lives of
people who are dependent on this ac-
tion, you understand the severity of it.
I will tell one quick story.

Take a look at this little girl here.
She is Theresa. She lives in Yorkville,
IL. Her dad is a police officer and her
mom stays at home to look after her.
She suffers from a rare disease known
as spinal muscular atrophy. It is a very
debilitating disease. As you can see,
she is on a ventilator, and | met a cou-
ple of kids just like this. This is what
her mother says:

She was hospitalized from September 2nd
last year until February 15 of this year due
to fighting the insurance company for cer-
tain provisions we could not do without in
our home.

We had to fight and fight with the insur-
ance company for things the doctors had said
were needed [for Theresa.] So we fought for
2%> months. We eventually did get everything
that we needed, except it was a very long
battle.

Can you imagine having your family
separated that long because the insur-
ance company did not want to help?

Theresa caught RSV in the hospital while
we were waiting for the appeal to go
through. That is why she now has [a venti-
lator and tracheotomy.]

That is a real life family. Theresa’s
dad is a policeman. Theresa and her
family would not be protected by the
Republican version of the Patients’ Bill
of Rights. They would not have the
benefit of an appeals process in a time-
ly fashion so they could get a good an-
swer, a sensible medical answer for this
little girl. Instead, they are embroiled
in month after month of weary debate
with the insurance company. That is
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health care in America for too many
American families. This Congress has
failed, utterly failed to address this
critical issue.

I yield the floor.

Several Senators
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized. We
are going from side to side.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | thank the Chair.
I wonder if I can ask unanimous con-
sent to follow the Senator from Ken-
tucky?

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to
object, | inquire of the Chair, it is my
understanding we had until the hour of
1 o’clock equally divided. | ask how
much time is remaining on each side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
Republican side, there are 22 minutes
37 seconds. On the Democratic side,
there are 9 minutes 33 seconds.

Mr. INHOFE. | thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Minnesota
will be recognized following the Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

addressed the

THE TICKET TO WORK AND WORK
INCENTIVES IMPROVEMENT ACT

Mr. BUNNING. Mr. President, | rise
in strong support of the work incen-
tives and ticket to work legislation.
This is a day | have looked forward to
for a long time.

It is a great day for the disabled in
America. By passing this legislation,
we are going to make it easier for them
to return to work and become self-suf-
ficient. We are going to give those who
want to try to return to work the tools
they need to support themselves and to
escape from the dependency on a
monthly Government check.

For years, the Social Security dis-
ability program has provided a vital
safety net to assist those who fall on
hard times and need help when they be-
come sick or injured and cannot sup-
port themselves. It has done this job
well. But for the many disabled people
who have wanted to return to work and
could be able to work, the disability
program has not worked as well. It has
not properly equipped them to return
to the workforce. It has not given them
the tools they need to move off the dis-
ability rolls. In fact, fewer than 1 per-
cent of those who go on the disability
rolls—that is currently 4.5 million peo-
ple—never return to work because the
program does not provide an adequate
support network or resources for these
Americans to move back into the
workforce.

For these disabled people, the dis-
ability program has become a black
hole. Once they fall in, they cannot es-
cape. The bill we hope to pass today or
tomorrow finally gives these Ameri-
cans new hope, the ladder they need to
climb out of that hole. The Ticket To
Work and Work Incentives Improve-
ment Act modernizes the disability
program and moves it into the modern
age and provides more options for the
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disabled who want to work. It provides
them with a ticket that can be used to
help acquire skills to reenter the work-
force.

Under the old system, these workers
had only one option if they wanted to
return to work; they had to work
through their State vocational reha-
bilitation programs. This option will
still be open to them, but now they will
also be able to use their ““ticket’” to go
to other provider networks and em-
ployers to obtain skills and jobs. In
short, the ‘‘ticket” expands oppor-
tunity for training and choices for re-
habilitation for the disabled, and gives
them the ability to tap into the power
of the free market.

This legislation also addresses the
most pressing need for most of those
who want to leave the disability rolls
and return to work—the availability of
adequate health care. Many of these
potential workers continue to require a
high degree of medical care even after
they return to work. Obtaining this
care—and paying for it—is often a high
hurdle to cross, especially for those
who move back to the workplace in
entry and lower-level positions. Under
the bill we are dealing with today, we
expand continued Medicare coverage
for the disabled and also increase Med-
icaid funding to the States to help
them address the problems.

All in all, this bill is win-win. It is a
winner for the disabled community and
a winner for the American taxpayers
and all of us who pay Social Security
taxes. The Congressional Budget Office
tells us that for every 1 percent of dis-
ability recipients who return to work,
the Social Security disability trust
fund saves $3 billion. That is serious
money. If this legislation only works
partly as well as we expect, it will
make a tremendous difference for the
future of the trust fund and our ability
to look after the neediest Americans.

It’s been almost 5 years since Con-
gress began looking into problems with
the disability program. In 1995, when |
was the chairman of the House Social
Security Subcommittee, we began
holding hearings on possible changes
we could make to Social Security to
help the disabled. After those hearings,
former Congresswoman Barbara
Kenelley and myself wrote reform leg-
islation that passed in the House in
1998 by a vote of 410-1. While my bill
died in the Senate last year because
Senator KENNEDY put a hold on my bill
and some shenanigans by the White
House, it is at the core of the legisla-
tion we are passing today and | am
very proud of that. We have worked
very hard to make sure the ticket-to-
work portion of this reflects the bill
that passed the House last year 410-1.

This is a good bill, and | urge my col-
leagues to support it. It will truly
make a difference for many Americans
who need it the most, and | think it
will stand as one of the most signifi-
cant pieces of legislation to pass during
this Congress.

| yield the floor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senator from
Minnesota is recognized.

NORTHEAST DAIRY COMPACT

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, in
a while—though it is not clear when—
it is my understanding that Congress-
man OBEY from Wisconsin—and | see
Senator FEINGOLD from Wisconsin on
the floor right now—is in the House
with any number of different motions
to adjourn before this conference re-
port is acted upon.

We will eventually get this huge om-
nibus conference report. Those of us
from the midwest dairy States are in-
dignant about what has been done. It
goes beyond dairy. Later on, believe
me, we are going to have plenty of time
to talk about dairy farmers. We are
going to talk about what it means to
dairy farmers, what it means to our
States, and what it means to the coun-
try when, in a conference committee,
provisions that extend the Northeast
Dairy Compact and also block what
Secretary Glickman was trying to do
with the milk marketing order reform
are put into the overall bill.

What | want to focus on is the proc-
ess. To focus on the process, one might
say, is a little bit too inside Wash-
ington politics, but | do not think so
because actually, I say to my col-
leagues, Democrats and Republicans
alike, this is, in a way, what makes
people most distrustful of what we do.

By the way, | am not going to argue
that everything we do should be looked
upon with suspicion by citizens. I am
not going to engage in an across-the-
board indiscriminate bashing of the
whole political process. But | will say,
if people do not believe in the process,
they do not believe in the product.

Again, what has happened, in all due
respect to the negotiators, is by not
getting the work done on these appro-
priations bills and by putting all of
this into an omnibus bill, we have had
a few people negotiating. If the major-
ity party in a conference committee
wants to roll the minority party, they
can do so. That is what they have done
in the House by basically putting in
this provision that extends the North-
east Dairy Compact and blocks the
milk marketing order reform.

We had a vote on this in the Senate.
We voted against extending the dairy
compact. It was a square and fair de-
bate and vote. Then, in a conference
committee, completely unrelated to
the appropriations bills, completely
unrelated to what the scope of the con-
ference committee was supposed to be,
these provisions were put back in the
bill in the dark of night. House Major-
ity Leader ARMEY announced they had
done it, and Senate Majority Leader
LOTT announced the provision was in.
There was never debate and discussion.
They tucked into the conference report
this huge monstrosity of a bill that
hardly any of us have had a chance to
read yet, which will be coming over
here sometime.
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I come to the floor to say to Con-
gressman OBEY in the House: | applaud
your efforts. What we have is raw poli-
tics—just get this through. That is
what they have done with this North-
east Dairy Compact. They could not do
it on the floor of the Senate. They
stuck it in a conference report. They
did it in the dead of night. They did it
outside any public scrutiny. And now
they present it to us in a conference re-
port as a fait accompli. They set up a
continuing resolution that goes into
next week.

They figure out ways of jamming
people, and it is unclear as to what le-
verage we have left. But, as Congress-
man OBEY is doing in the House, | am
sure those of us who are from Wis-
consin and Minnesota in the Senate in-
tend to speak out. We intend to be very
clear about what has happened, and we
will do all we can as Senators. We will
go from there.

| say to my colleagues that almost as
much as the final product, | came to
the floor of the Senate to strongly dis-
sent from the way it was done.

I understand the rules. | understand
what it is all about when people have
figured out a way to roll Senators. |
think that is what the majority leader,
the Senate majority leader, and House
Majority Leader ARMEY have done. |
think that is what the Republicans
have done in this conference com-
mittee. There is no question about it.

But | want people in Minnesota to
know that we will continue to speak
out about this, even as we see less and
less opportunities for our leverage. We
will fight in whatever way we can. We
will certainly not be silent about this.

When this bill comes over, | would
think, | say to my colleague from Wis-
consin, Senator FEINGOLD, we can prob-
ably expect a considerable amount of
discussion about not only the impact
on dairy farmers and what it is going
to mean for a lot of people who are
going to go under who are already
struggling enough, but | think also, I
say to Senator FEINGOLD, who has been
such a reformer, the way it has been
done, the whole process, which | think
is profoundly antidemocratic, with a
small ‘“‘d”’—not up-or-down votes, late
at night, tucked into a report; by
whom, when, how, not at all clear, and
then design rules in such a way you can
just roll it through—we will certainly
be speaking out loudly and clearly
about it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

A PRODUCTIVE SESSION AND
ISSUES FACING AMERICA

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, while
presiding and listening to some of my
distinguished colleagues talking about
the lack of productivity of this session
of the legislature, there are a few
things that were very productive and
that we can be very proud of when we
go home and say we were able to get
certain things done.
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Before doing that, though, and to en-
sure | get one point out before using up
the time that is allotted, the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois named a
number of issues that he thought were
somewhat disgraceful—for example,
the fact that we do not have more gun
control legislation.

Maybe because of my roots back in
Oklahoma, I find it very difficult to un-
derstand this mentality, that somehow
guns are the culprit as opposed to the
people, and somehow that honest, law-
abiding Americans should have to be
disarmed, should have to give up their
guns, while the criminal element would
not be giving up their guns.

Time and time again, every survey
that has been done, every study that
has taken place, has come to the con-
clusion that the problems that we have
are of a criminal element. There are
people out there who are not getting
adequately punished, and they will
continue to have firearms.

I will just make one statement. It
seems incredibly naive to me anyone
could believe that if we pass a law that
makes it illegal for all citizens to own
guns, somehow the criminal element,
who by their very definition and na-
ture, are criminals, will comply with
the law.

Also, it seems very frustrating to me
that we have a President of the United
States who wants to have all kinds of
legislation to take away guns from
law-abiding citizens and at the same
time turns 16 terrorists loose on the
streets of America; that we have a
President of the United States who will
make speeches—as this President made
some 133 times, including in two State
of the Union Messages—that now, for
the first time in contemporary history,
the first time since the dawn of the nu-
clear age, there is not one—I repeat,
not one—missile aimed at American
children tonight. When he made that
statement, he knew full well that in at
least one country, China, there were a
minimum of at least 13 American cities
that were targeted at that very mo-
ment. So we are living in a very dan-
gerous world.

| listened to the concerns that we
have on the nuclear test ban treaty. As
chairman of the Readiness Sub-
committee of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee, | would like to kind of
lead into that to at least explain to
thinking people that we did the right
thing by not unilaterally disarming
with the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty, which is not verifiable.

First of all, I can say—and | do not
think anyone can challenge this state-
ment—we are now in the most threat-
ened position that we have been in, in
the history of America. By that, |
mean for things that have happened in
the last 7 years in three broad cat-
egories.

First of all, we have a President of
the United States who, through his
veto messages, starting in 1993 in
vetoing the defense authorization bills,
and then succeeding bills since that
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time, has done so, so that we would
have to cut down the size of our mili-
tary, so that we now have ended up
having a force strength of one-half of
what we had in 1991 and 1992 during the
Persian Gulf war.

It is not a matter of the President
vetoing defense authorization bills and
taking money out of our defense sys-
tem to put into his favorite domestic
social programs, but at the same time
he has deployed our troops to places all
over the Earth where we have no na-
tional security interests. So now we
have troops in Bosnia.

I remember in December of 1995,
when we were on the floor trying to
pass a resolution of disapproval, to
stop the President from sending our
rare military assets to places such as
Bosnia. We lost it by three votes. The
President said: Let me do this. If we
defeat this resolution, and if we get to
send troops into Bosnia, | promise they
will be home for Christmas 1996. Here
we are. We are getting close to Christ-
mas 1999 and the troops are still not
home. There is no end in sight.

We have the same thing in Kosovo.
We have had serious problems. | have
gone over to Kosovo, | am sure, more
than any other Member has, only to
find out this is a war that has been
going on for 600 years, a war where the
two sides alternate in who is the good
guy and who is the bad guy. Ethnic
cleansing has taken place historically
for 600 years on both sides; both on the
Serbian side and the Albanian side.

So it was a horrible awakening | had
when | was over there, right after we
went in there with cruise missiles,
where we had refugees in different
places such as Tirana, Albania. | can
remember walking through the refugee
camp. The people were well cared for.
They were doing quite well. But then
they looked at me and said: When are
you and America going to do some-
thing about our problem?

| said: What is your problem?

They said: Well, we’re refugees.

| said: Why should we in the United
States be as concerned about that as
other countries?

They said: Because it is because of
you that we are refugees. It is because
the ethnic cleansing was not acceler-
ated until the time that the bombs
started being dropped on that town.

So we now have a weakened defense
system because we have starved it into
a degree of weakness. Yet we are living
in a time when virtually every country
has weapons of mass destruction.

And now we find out that in conven-
tional warfare we are not superior any-
more. Wake up America. We are not su-
perior anymore. We found out the
other day that two of our Army divi-
sions are ranked as C-4, which means
they are not capable of combat. And
what are these divisions? These divi-
sions are the 10th Army Mountain Di-
vision in Bosnia and the 1st Infantry
Division in Kosovo.

It is not the fault of our troops. They
are put in places and they no longer
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have combat training, so they are not
capable of combat without coming out
of there and training for at least 6
months.

So if we are down to 10 Army divi-
sions because of this President, and 2 of
them are rendered incapable of combat,
that is 8 Army divisions. We had 19
during the Persian Gulf war. So that is
what has happened to our military.

Just the other day | was very proud
of Gen. John Jumper, who had the
courage to stand up and say publicly
that we are no longer superior in air-
to-air and air-to-ground combat. Our
strategic fighters are not superior to
those others on the market. He stated
the SU-35, as made by the Russians, is
on the market right now, the open
market. It is for sale. Anyone can buy
it—lIraq, Iran, Syria, Libya, anybody
else—and it is better than anything we
have, including the F-15 and the F-16.

We have to face up to this. It is a
threat from the conventional side as
well as from missiles.

I will make one comment about the
missiles. Again, we hang this on Presi-
dent Clinton. In that same veto mes-
sage in 1993, President Clinton said: I'm
vetoing this bill. And I’'m vetoing it be-
cause it has money in it for a national
missile defense system, which we do
not need because there is no threat out
there. Yet we knew from our intel-
ligence that the threat would be there
and imminent by fiscal year 1998. And
sure enough, it was.

So here we are with the combination
of all these countries out there that
have every kind of weapon of mass de-
struction: Biological, chemical, or nu-
clear. Yet we have countries such as
China and Russia and now North Korea
that have the capability of delivering
those warheads to anywhere in Amer-
ica right now, when we are in Wash-
ington, DC. They could fire one from
North Korea that would take 35 min-
utes to get here. There is not one thing
in our arsenal to knock it down be-
cause this President vetoed our na-
tional missile defense effort.

Now the American people have awak-
ened to this, and we have enough
Democrats who are supporting Repub-
licans to rebuild our system and to try
to get a national missile defense sys-
tem  deployed. Unfortunately, it
couldn’t happen for another 2 years,
maybe 2%2 to 3 years.

That gets around to the Comprehen-
sive Test Ban Treaty about which my
distinguished colleague from Illinois
was talking. | think probably the best
thing that could have happened to us
for our national security was to defeat
that. If we don’t have a national mis-
sile defense system, then what do we
have to deter other countries from
launching missiles at the United
States?

What we have is a nuclear stockpile.
We have nine weapons in the nuclear
stockpile. Because of the President’s
moratorium, they haven’t been tested
for 7 years. We don’t know whether or
not they work. | suggest it might be
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better not even to have nuclear weap-
ons than to have weapons but not know
whether they work. That is exactly
what we have right now. If we had
passed the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty, there would be no verification,
there would be no way in the world we
would have known whether or not our
stockpile was working because they
hadn’t been tested.

I can remember quote after quote
after quote by the people who were so
much involved in this from our energy
labs. They all said—I had the quotes; |
don’t have them in front of me right
now—that if we can’t test these nu-
clear weapons, there is no way we can
determine whether or not they work. It
is a very unsafe thing for America.
These were the directors of the labs re-
sponsible for this nuclear arsenal.

So of the nine weapons we have,
which | have listed here, we only have
one we have adequately tested enough
to know whether or not it would work.
That is the W-84 warhead that we know
would work.

This would have been a real disaster
for America. People kept saying Presi-
dent Eisenhower was for a comprehen-
sive test ban treaty, that President
Bush was, that President Reagan was.
That isn’t true at all. This flawed trea-
ty was a zero-yield treaty. We would
only have had the word of our adver-
saries that they would not test their
nuclear arsenals.

We keep our word in America; we
don’t test our arsenal. But we don’t
have any idea whether or not they are
going to test theirs. In fact, during the
course of the debate, both China and
Russia said they would not comply
with the zero yield. There is no way in
the world we can detect that, that we
would know what our adversaries were
doing. That would, for all practical
purposes, be unilateral disarmament.

I am asked back in Oklahoma by peo-
ple who have good street sense, why is
it the liberals in Congress are so com-
mitted to disarming our country, to
taking our money that we are supposed
to have to defend America and putting
it into these various discretionary so-
cial programs? | have to explain to
them that the people in Washington,
and some of the Senators in this Cham-
ber, are not like the people of Okla-
homa. | think President Clinton hon-
estly believes that if we all stand in a
circle and hold hands and we unilater-
ally disarm, everyone will love each
other and it won’t be necessary to have
a defense system.

That is what we are up against. In a
very respectful way, | have to disagree
with many of the things my distin-
guished colleague from lllinois stated.

I think we have had a very successful
session. We have ensured a sound So-
cial Security retirement system. We
have improved educational opportuni-
ties for our children. Along this line,
the major disagreement we had was
that the Democrats thought the deci-
sions should be made here in Wash-
ington; Republicans want to use the
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same amount of money but not make
the decisions in Washington but send
that money to the school districts. The
school board in Tulsa, OK, is much bet-
ter equipped to know what their edu-
cation needs are in Oklahoma than we
are in this August body of the Senate.
The Democrats say the answer is not
school buses, not computers, not the
physical facilities that are available; it
is 100,000 teachers. | think the more we
can send these decisions back to the
local level, the better the people of
America will be served.

I believe we have had a good session.
I am not pleased with the way it is
turning out right now. The old saying
we have heard so many times in the
past that there are two things you
never want to watch while they are
being made—one is sausage and the
other is laws—becomes very true dur-
ing the last few days of legislative ses-
sions.

I think we have done a very good job.
I think we did the right thing in de-
feating the unverifiable test ban trea-
ty. | think we have passed legislation
of which America will be very proud. |
am anxious to end all this fun we are
having and go home and tell the people
in Oklahoma about it.

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUNNING). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the period for
morning business be extended to the
hour of 2 p.m. and that the time be
equally divided in the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. INHOFE. | suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, |1 ask
unanimous consent that for the next
quorum call the time be divided for
each side equally.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HATCH. | suggest the absence of
a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative assistant proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The

The
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent to speak for up to
15 minutes in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WYDEN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

PRESCRIPTION DRUGS FOR THE
ELDERLY

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, | have
come to the floor of the Senate on a
number of occasions recently to talk
about the issue of prescription drugs
for the elderly.

I think there is a particularly rel-
evant point to make this afternoon
given the very extensive press coverage
we have seen on this issue in recent
days.

Over the weekend, David Rosenbaum
in the New York Times had an excel-
lent article on the issue. In the last
couple of days, Time magazine had an-
other very lengthy piece on the ques-
tion of prescription drugs for seniors.
And both of these articles ultimately
make the point that Congress probably
is not going to be able to agree on leg-
islation during this session. The au-
thors offer considerable skepticism
about the ability of Congress to come
together on a very difficult issue. Both
of them, to some extent, go off into
what | think are secondary questions—
the questions of the role of the Inter-
net, and the question of patents on
drugs. Those are important matters.

But what is central and what the
Congress needs to do on a bipartisan
basis is pass legislation that would
make it possible for frail and vulner-
able older people to get insurance cov-
erage that would provide for their med-
icine.

For example, if you are an elderly
widow who is 78, maybe having early
signs of Alzheimer’s, and you spend
more than half of your combined
monthly income of Social Security and
pension on prescription medicine—
those are the kinds of letters that sen-
iors are sending to me—it is not going
to help you a whole lot to get a 10- or
15-percent discount because you shop
over the Internet. Certainly, the role of
the Internet in prescription drugs is
going to be important. There will be a
lot of issues. But to provide relief for
the Nation’s older people, what Con-
gress needs to do on a bipartisan basis
is pass legislation that provides insur-
ance coverage making it possible for
older people to pay these big bills. Pat-
ent issues and the question of the
Internet are matters that are impor-
tant, but what is needed is legislation
that provides real relief.

Part of the effort to win bipartisan
support for prescription drug legisla-
tion is coming to this floor and, as the
poster says, urging seniors to send in
copies of their prescription drug bills.
Send them to each of us here in the
Senate in Washington, DC.
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I intend to keep coming to the floor
of the Senate and actually reading
from these letters. |1 have three today
that | think tell an important story.

One is from a senior citizen in Med-
ford, OR, in my home State. Another is
from a senior citizen from Grants Pass,
OR, and a third is from a senior citizen
in O’Brien, OR, all of which reflect the
kind of concerns | know are out there.
Hopefully, as seniors learn about our
campaign and see that we are urging
them to send us copies of their pre-
scription drug bills, it can help bring
about bipartisan support for legislation
in the Senate.

I am very proud that | have been able
to team up in recent months with Sen-
ator OLYMPIA SNOWE on bipartisan leg-
islation. 1 have been of the view that
nothing more can happen in Wash-
ington, DC, unless it is bipartisan. The
Snowe-Wyden legislation is a bill that
uses marketplace forces and unleashes
the forces of the private sector in an ef-
fort to make medicine more affordable
for the Nation’s older people.

What is sad is that our elderly are in
effect hit by a double whammy. Mil-
lions of them can’t afford their pre-
scriptions. Medicare doesn’t cover med-
icine. It hasn’t since the program
began in 1965.

On top of the fact that seniors don’t
have Medicare coverage, when they
walk into a pharmacy—I see our friend
from New Hampshire, our colleague
who has a great interest in health care.
As he knows, when a senior walks into
a drugstore in New Hampshire, Oregon,
or Kentucky, and can’t pay for their
prescription medicine, in addition they
are subsidizing the big buyers of pre-
scription drugs. The HMOs and the
health care plans are in a position to
negotiate a discount. They get a break
on their prices. The seniors, people who
are spending half their monthly income
on prescriptions, are, in effect, sub-
sidizing those big buyers.

The bipartisan Snowe-Wyden legisla-
tion, fortunately, has been able to gen-
erate a lot of interest in the Senate.
Senator SNOWE and | are proud to have
the support.

For example, more than 54 Members
of the Senate—more than half the Sen-
ate—are now on record saying they
would support a tobacco tax to pay for
prescription drug benefits for older
people. That strikes me as appropriate.

Medicare spent more than $12 billion
last year picking up the costs of to-
bacco-related illnesses, and more than
50 Members of the Senate are now on
record as saying they would be willing
to support additional funding to help
the vulnerable seniors from whom we
are hearing.

Let me read a little bit from some of
these letters because | think they sum
it up. One | received in the last couple
of days from Grants Pass says:

No way can | afford to pay for my medi-
cine. | did get a refill on Pepcid.

That is an important medication this
elderly woman is taking now in Grants
Pass, OR.
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I do hope you can do something to help us
seniors.

When she writes, ‘““No way can | af-
ford to pay for my medicine,” that es-
sentially sums it up.

We can talk about people buying pre-
scription drugs over the Internet; we
can talk about the patent issue, both
involving substantial sums of money.
Whatever that person needs in Grants
Pass—and the letter goes on to say she
has no insurance coverage for her med-
icine—seniors need legislation that ac-
tually provides coverage through the
insurance system to help pay for pre-
scription drugs.

Another letter comes from Medford,
OR. We can see the stack of bills going
to a pharmacy in Medford, Southern
Oregon Health Trust Pharmacy. This
individual has spent $1,664 recently on
prescription drugs in Medicare. She is
sending bills to our office. Unfortu-
nately, she doesn’t get any help
through the various insurance cov-
erages she has. This is representative
of what we have been hearing. She also
goes on to point out that this large
stack of bills she sent me does not even
include some of the over-the-counter
drugs she is taking such as ibuprofen.

These cases illustrate very well why
our country cannot afford not to cover
prescription medicine. All of these ar-
ticles, including Time magazine, are
always questioning whether the Nation
can afford to cover prescription medi-
cine. | have contended for some time
now we cannot afford not to cover pre-
scription medicine. These bills | have
been reading from on the floor of the
Senate show seniors can’t afford drugs
that help to lower cholesterol, help to
lower their blood pressure. These are
drugs that help older people to stay
well.

Prescription drug coverage for sen-
iors has been a priority ever since my
days with the Gray Panthers before 1
was elected to Congress. Frankly, it is
much more important today than ever
because these drugs that so many sen-
iors write that they cannot afford
today help seniors to stay well. The va-
riety of anticoagulant drugs that help
to prevent strokes, as | have com-
mented on the floor of the Senate in
the past, might cost $1,000 a year for an
older person to buy them to stay
healthy. Compare that to the costs in-
curred if a senior suffers a stroke. If a
senior cannot get an anticoagulant
drug to help stay healthy and avoid a
stroke, that senior might incur ex-
penses of more than $100,000.

The question for the Senate is, Are
we going to help frail and vulnerable
seniors with prescription drug coverage
that will cost just a fraction of the ex-
penses that will be incurred through
Medicare Part A, the hospital portion,
and Medicare Part B, the outpatient
portion, if the senior cannot get help
and ends up getting sick and, very
often, incurring extraordinary ex-
penses?

The third letter | read comes from a
woman in O’Brien, OR. She has spent
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more than $2,000 through November of
1999 on her prescription drugs, and just
in recent days she has taken on a job in
hopes she will be able to pay for her
prescriptions. She is 78 years old. At
present, she has her Social Security
and Medicare. She now has taken on a
small job in hopes she will have the
funds to pay for her prescription medi-
cine. She writes that she hopes the
Snowe-Wyden legislation becomes law.

Other colleagues have different ap-
proaches. We appreciate that. What is
important is we move forward to-
gether. Let’s show the authors of all
these recent articles in Time magazine,
in the New York Times, and various
other publications that are skeptical
about whether the Congress can tackle
a big issue such as this; let’s prove
them wrong. Let’s show, in spite of a
fairly polarized political climate in
America today, when there is an im-
portant program, this Congress can
come together.

I will keep coming to the floor and
urging seniors to send in copies of their
prescription drug bills. The poster lays
it out: Send their bills to their Senator
in Washington, DC. The Snowe-Wyden
legislation, SPICE, for the Senior Pre-
scription Insurance Coverage Equity
Act, is a bill that, on a bipartisan
basis, can be supported in the Senate.
If other colleagues have different ideas,
let’s get them out on the table. Let’s
come up with a marketplace approach
to holding down the costs of medicine.

These bills show access to coverage is
very key, but holding down the costs of
medicine is very key as well. There is
a right way and a wrong way to hold
down those costs. The right way is to
use a model such as the health care
system for Members of Congress. That
is what is behind the Snowe-Wyden leg-
islation that provides choice, competi-
tion, and marketplace forces for hold-
ing down medicine.

There is a wrong way—the various
approaches that call for price controls.
The real danger behind price controls
is that the costs for anybody who is not
in the price control group will be shift-
ed on to other Americans who are hav-
ing difficulty paying for medicines as
well. It would not be a particularly
useful thing for the Senate to come up
with a price control regime for folks on
Medicare and then have the costs shift-
ed over to a divorced woman who is 27
years old with two children who is
working her head off to try to help her
family and help them pay for expenses
and then her bills would go up because
costs would be shifted to her.

I intend to keep coming back to the
floor of the Senate and reading from
these bills. Today | have read accounts
from Medford, from Grants Pass, and
from O’Brien. Seniors cannot afford
today to cover prescription drugs.

When public opinion polls are taken,
coverage of prescription drugs for older
people is now one of the top two or
three concerns in America—not just for
seniors but for all Americans; certainly
for the sandwich generation. Perhaps a
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young couple in their forties who have
to try to provide some assistance to a
parent who could not afford prescrip-
tion medicine is following this issue. It
is not just a seniors’ issue; it is an
issue for families; it is an issue for the
quality of life of our country.

The Snowe-Wyden legislation is a bi-
partisan bill where more than 50 Sen-
ators have already indicated they will
support the funding mechanism in pre-
scription drug coverage as one way to
proceed.

I am sure our colleagues have other
ways to go. But what is important is to
show the skeptics across this country
who are writing in magazines and say-
ing in news reports that nothing can be
done that we can come together on a
bipartisan basis and provide real relief
for the Nation’s older people.

I hope seniors will, as this poster in-
dicates, continue to send copies of
their prescription drug bills to us in
the Senate, each of us in Washington,
DC, because | intend to keep coming
back to this floor again and again until
we can secure passage of this legisla-
tion.

| do not want to see the attention of
the Senate diverted to questions of the
role of the Internet and patents and
the variety of matters because, while
they are important, they do not go to
the heart of what is needed in this
country. What is needed in America for
the millions of seniors who are spend-
ing half of their income on prescription
drugs—and that is what | have been de-
scribing on the floor of the Senate—is
insurance coverage. They need cov-
erage which will pick up that part of
their insurance bill that goes for pre-
scription drugs. That is what the
Snowe-Wyden legislation does on a bi-
partisan basis.

We are going to keep coming back to
the floor of this body to talk about the
need for prescription drug coverage for
the elderly. There are bipartisan pro-
posals to do it.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, what is
the parliamentary situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is conducting morning business
until 2 o’clock.

Mr. LEAHY. | thank the distin-
guished Presiding Officer.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority controls 5 more minutes.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, 1 ask
unanimous consent | be allowed to con-
tinue for not over 10 minutes in defense
of the distinguished majority leader
following an editorial in one of our pa-
pers today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

RESPONDING TO CRITICS OF THE
NORTHEAST DAIRY COMPACT

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, | read an
editorial this morning in the Wall
Street Journal that made incorrect
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statements about both the distin-
guished majority leader, Senator LOTT,
and the Northeast Dairy Compact. In
fact, the editorial was totally, factu-
ally wrong. If the editorial writers
would have checked their facts, they
would have known that.

Basically, the writers used argu-
ments of opponents of the Northeast
Dairy Compact, and they used those ar-
guments without any determination of
whether they are accurate or not. This
time they used the arguments to go
after the distinguished majority leader
and others who supported the compact.
They have used the so-called facts
other times, but, again, they have al-
ways used them in the same wrong ar-
guments.

I have referred many times to the
major GAO study that was issued on
milk prices. | have referred to the de-
tailed OMB study on the compact. Op-
ponents never offer any proof for their
arguments. | am fed up with the Com-
pact being criticized as a back room
deal because | remind everybody that
we actually had a vote on it, albeit in
the form of a cloture motion, but we
had a vote on it on the floor of the Sen-
ate and a majority of Senators, Repub-
licans and Democrats alike, voted for
it. The majority voted for it this year.
Now those who oppose it are using fili-
busters and parliamentary dodges be-
cause they know that they lost the
vote.

I am fed up with opponents attacking
the compact as a special interest car-
tel, a compact which is made up of
family farms, considering the largest
opponent of the compact is Philip Mor-
ris, the tobacco giant which owns
Kraft. The supporters are family farm-
ers; the opponent, Philip Morris. It
does not sound as if the supporters are
really a cartel.

I am fed up when opponents of the
compact say milk prices are higher in
New England when typically milk
prices are higher in Wisconsin and Min-
nesota than they are in New England.
The places that do not have the com-
pact and who are attacking it the most
charge their consumers more for milk
on average than the area that does
have the compact.

GAO did a study of this and they
looked at milk prices during the first
six months after the Compact was im-
plemented. GAO found that consumers
in New England were able to buy milk
considerably cheaper than in Wisconsin
or Minnesota. The editorial writers and
opponents of the compact do not point
this out. Why do they not point this
out? Because it points to the success of
the compact and does not support the
arguments made by the cartels that
are opposed to it.

Let me read some examples from the
GAO report. For example: In February,
1998 the average price of a gallon of
whole milk in Augusta, ME, was $2.47.
The price in Milwaukee, WI, was $2.63,
and in Minneapolis, MN., it was $2.94
per gallon.

Take another New England city, Bos-
ton. In February 1998, the price of a
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gallon of milk was $2.54 as compared to
Minneapolis, where the price, on aver-
age, was $2.94 a gallon.

Or let’s look at the cost of 1 percent
milk for November 1997. In Augusta,
ME, it was $2.37 per gallon, the same
average price for Boston and New
Hampshire and Rhode Island. But in
Minnesota, the price was $2.82 a gallon,
in other words, 45 cents more per gal-
lon in the area that opposes the com-
pact as compared to the much lower
price in the area that has the compact.

I could go on and on and compare low
New England retail prices with higher
prices in cities outside of New England.
| invite anybody to review this GAO re-
port.

There is another report on the com-
pact that was done by OMB. They
issued a report which found the retail
milk prices in New England, after the
Compact was in place, were, on aver-
age, lower than for the rest of the Na-
tion.

The Wall Street Journal editorial
page writers have ignored both the
GAO report and the OMB report. Why?
These are factual and objective reports
that the Journal should have reviewed.

It is clear that our compact is work-
ing perfectly by benefiting consumers,
local economies, and farmers, some-
thing that is not stated in the editorial
that attacked Senator LOTT.

I am especially fed up when oppo-
nents say the compact blocks inter-
state trade in milk when OMB reports
the compact has increased the sales of
milk into New England as neighboring
farmers in New York, who did not have
the Compact, take advantage of it.
OMB reported that while the Compact
was in force for the first six months,
there was an 8 percent increase in milk
sales into the region. Instead of block-
ing interstate commerce, | would say
an 8-percent increase in interstate
commerce is an 8-percent increase in
interstate commerce.

I am fed up when opponents say the
compact does not help dairy farmers
stay in business, when it greatly in-
creases their income. My best guess is
dairy farmers, just as wheat, corn, or
soybean farmers, when their income in-
creases, they are more likely to stay in
business. | recognize the Nation’s
major opponent of the compact, Kraft,
owned by Philip Morris, does not want
farmers to have the additional income
the compact provides. But opponents of
the compact should not argue it does
not give farmers more income when, in
fact, it does.

Opponents of the compact say farm-
ers in Wisconsin and Minnesota are
going out of business, even though this
is comparing apples with oranges. Even
though the compact doesn’t have an ef-
fect on them, they say we should not
have a compact in the Northeast. Let
farmers in the Midwest set up their
own compact. | would vote for a com-
pact for them or any other reasonable
proposal that helps their farmers. Do
not condemn one section of the coun-
try that is doing fine and protecting
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their farmers when, if they wanted to,
they could do exactly the same thing
in their own part of the country.

I wish to mention for a minute what
the compact replaces. Opponents of the
compact prefer prices to be set by Fed-
eral bureaucrats. Supporters of the
compact prefer pricing to be deter-
mined by consumers and local rep-
resentatives, not by the Federal Gov-
ernment. The Governors and legisla-
tors in the six New England States had
five goals in mind when they enacted
the compact into law in each of their
States. They wanted to assure fresh
local supplies of milk to consumers at
lower prices than found in most of the
Nation. They wanted to keep dairy
farmers in business. They wanted to
protect New England’s rural environ-
ment from sprawl and destructive de-
velopment, and they wanted to do this
without burdening Federal taxpayers.

The Northeast Interstate Dairy Com-
pact has delivered beyond the expecta-
tions of those Governors and State leg-
islatures. The compact provided an
added benefit. It has increased inter-
state trade into the region as neigh-
boring farmers have taken advantage
of the compact.

This great idea, coming from those
six New England States, has created a
successful and enduring partnership be-
tween dairy farmers and consumers
throughout New England.

Thanks to the Northeast Compact,
the number of farmers going out of
business has declined throughout New
England for the first time in many
years.

It is unfortunate that some still
favor Federal bureaucrats running this
farm program. We ought to instead be
blessing this compact. Here is some-
thing not run by the Federal Govern-
ment, not costing the taxpayers any-
thing, but being done by the people
who are affected by it. Indeed, half the
Governors of the Nation, half the State
legislatures in the Nation, asked that
the Congress allow their States to set
their own dairy policy through inter-
state compacts that cost taxpayers
nothing. It costs taxpayers nothing.
Let me say it again: It costs taxpayers
nothing. Why do people oppose a pro-
gram that is not costing taxpayers
anything and affects just the people in
the region who want it?

This dairy compact passed with over-
whelming support in almost all these
States—Republicans and Democrats in
the legislatures; Republican and Demo-
cratic Governors. Major environmental
groups have endorsed the Northeast
Dairy Compact. A New York Times and
National Geographic article discussed
the importance of keeping dairy farm-
ers in business from an environmental
standpoint.

Consumer prices are lower, farm in-
come is higher, and no increased costs
to taxpayers. One wonders, why does
anybody oppose it?

One asks, why is it opposed? The an-
swer is simple: Huge milk manufactur-
ers, such as Suiza, headquartered in
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Texas, Kraft, which is owned by the to-
bacco giant Philip Morris, and other
processors represented by the Inter-
national Dairy Foods Association op-
pose the compact because they want to
keep the money themselves. They do
not want the farmers to have any of
these profits.

Even the most junior investigative
reporter could figure out the answer.
All anyone has to do is look up the do-
nations made by these and other giant
processors. All the negative news sto-
ries about the compact have their gen-
esis in the efforts of these giant proc-
essors and their front organizations.

| say this again on the floor, just so
people understand, because it was an
unfair editorial in singling out the dis-
tinguished majority leader of the Sen-
ate using facts which bear scrutiny. In-
deed, one of the corporation front orga-
nizations, Public Voice for Food and
Health Policy, apparently could not
continue to exist when it was obvious
that their policies were determined by
corporate dollars rather than good pol-
icy. They had to close up shop when
they lost their conscience.

I have detailed the close alliances be-
tween their lead executive who handled
compact issues for them and the job he
negotiated to represent the huge proc-
essors a couple of times on the Senate
floor.

I will give the press another lead on
the next public interest group whose
funding should be investigated—the
Consumer Federation of America. In-
deed, one of their officers—formerly
from Public Voice—is being taken
around Capitol Hill offices by lobbyists
representing processors. A glance at
who funds their functions and efforts
will be as instruction as investigations
of Public Voice.

Why should Philip Morris or Kraft
want to use these organizations instead
of directly going to the editorial boards
of the New York Times or the Wash-
ington Post to badmouth the compact?
The question does not need me to pro-
vide the answer.

What would be the best attack—
whether true or not—on the Compact
that might swing public opinion?

It might be to simply allege that
milk prices are higher for children in
the school lunch program. Who would
the editorial boards more likely listen
to regarding school children: a public
interest group or a tobacco company?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, are we in
morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are.

INTERNET TAX MORATORIUM

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, today
marks the l-year anniversary of the
Internet tax moratorium and the set-
ting up of a commission to look into
the manner in which we tax the Inter-
net. This moratorium was to last for 3
years, and the commission was to meet
and begin the process of trying to de-
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termine how best to deal with the vari-
ety of proposals to place taxes on the
use of the Internet, products which are
sold over the Internet, and services
which are supplied over the Internet.

Obviously, the Internet represents a
watershed mark possibly in history as
to economic activity. It is a period in
which we have seen the Internet be-
come an economic engine of immense
proportions for our Nation and for the
world. The Wall Street Journal re-
ported on October 18 that electronic
commerce not only positively affects
economic activity but has had a very
positive impact on reducing the rate of
inflation.

Products sold over the Internet are
actually forcing down prices as com-
petition occurs and products, such as
prescription drugs, have been found on
the Internet to be 28-percent cheaper
and apparel 38-percent cheaper. The
overall index found that products gen-
erally were about 13-percent cheaper on
the Internet. The Internet has not only
been a wonderful economic engine; it
also has been a force for maintaining
and controlling inflation during this
period of dramatic prosperity.

Of course, the Internet is growing at
an incredible rate. Over the last 12
months, Internet economic growth has
been about 68 percent, which is a huge
rate of growth compared to a national
economic rate of growth which is some-
where in the 3- to 4-percent range, if we
are lucky. The role of the Internet in
our society is immense today and is
getting even more significant.

The question is, How do we deal with
it in the context of taxes? There is a
large number of communities and a
number of States in this country that
wish to assess on Internet transactions
their local sales tax activity, much the
same as they attempt to assess catalog
sales. There are something like 30,000
jurisdictions which could assess taxes
on the Internet.

The effect, of course, of having this
diffuse and extraordinarily large group
of taxing authorities—50 States and
30,000 subjurisdictions of those States—
with a potential of taxing the Internet
at various rates could, quite simply,
grind to a halt this wonderful engine of
economic activity and prosperity into
which our Nation has gone.

Literally, if we allow the Internet to
be subject to this variety of taxes and
this variety of tax authorities, and the
imagination and creativity we always
see from various Government entities
when it comes to taxing, literally we
could end up stopping the Internet as
an effective force for economic expan-
sion and prosperity.

Furthermore, the concept of taxing
the Internet, which is clearly a na-
tional and really a global instrument
of commerce, appears, to me at least,
to fly in the face of our Constitution.
The commerce clause of our Constitu-
tion is pretty specific. Section 8, clause
3, of the Constitution reads:

The Congress shall have Power . . . To reg-
ulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and
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among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes.

There can be nothing that is a form
of commerce more among the several
States than the Internet as it presently
is expanding, growing, and becoming a
force for economic activity.

Thus, the taxing of the Internet by
all these different entities would clear-
ly, in my opinion, raise serious con-
stitutional problems. In fact, the Su-
preme Court addressed this issue when
it came to catalog sales in the Quill
case, where the Supreme Court essen-
tially ruled that States, unless they
have a nexus relationship with the sell-
er of the assets, do not have tradition-
ally the ability to tax that transaction.

Secondly, Congress needs to look at
the issue of taxation because of the ex-
traordinary, as | have mentioned,
chilling effect it would have on com-
merce generally. We, as a nation, as
the creators and inventors of the Inter-
net and, therefore, controllers not only
of the initial and expanding tech-
nology, but also of the language which
dominates the Internet, have put our-
selves essentially as a nation on a
rocket sled of economic activity. We
have expanded and accelerated at an
extraordinary speed past the rest of the
world towards economic prosperity.

I recall, rather vividly, in the late
1980s when the ‘“‘woe is me’’ crowd was
saying that Japan was going to over-
take the United States in all functions
of economic activity, and that our eco-
nomic model for prosperity simply
could not compete with the Japanese
economic model of prosperity, which
was intimidating and which remains
significant.

But the fact is that it did not work
out that way. It did not work out that
way because America’s strength is our
entrepreneurship and our inventive-
ness. We took that entrepreneurship
and inventiveness and we created this
massive new vehicle for economic ac-
tivity called the Internet. Thus, in-
stead of being overwhelmed by our
friends and neighbors and allies in the
industrial world, we have, instead, ex-
ploded past them in the ability to
produce prosperity and economic activ-
ity, in large part because of the Inter-
net and the offspring of technology
which it has created.

So we do not want to do anything
which jeopardizes the unique and spe-
cial international lead that we have in
this area. Yet allowing thousands of
different jurisdictions to tax the Inter-
net would do exactly that. It would
jeopardize that lead and undermine
and, as | said, possibly bring to a com-
plete halt the use of the Internet as an
element of commerce.

The third thing we must be sensitive
to in this area of the Internet is the
international implications beyond the
questions of trade. It has been sug-
gested by people at the U.N. that the
U.N. should start to fund itself by put-
ting in place a tax on e-commerce and
e-mail. At first it was an outrageous
suggestion, but it is the type of sugges-
tion you get at the U.N. from people
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who represent nations which maybe do
not have as much of a financial inter-
est in it as we do and know that we
would end up paying the tax, our Na-
tion would end up paying the burden.
But the fact that has been suggested is
just a sort of crack of the door behind
which, if it were fully opened, you
would see an international initiative of
significant proportions to place taxes
on the Internet.

As a result, if we have essentially
come to the table, having already
soiled our hands with taxing the Inter-
net, it will be very extraordinarily dif-
ficult for us to resist, whether it is the
U.N. or whether it is some other nation
that also tries to pursue this course of
action. It is essential, for the purposes
of seeing an expansion of this tech-
nology and this form of economic ac-
tivity, that we dampen down and re-
strict and as aggressively as we can re-
sist having other nations pursue the
path of taxation of Internet trans-
actions.

Obviously, the U.N. has no right to
step into this ground. In fact, as chair-
man of the appropriating committee
that has jurisdiction over the U.N., |
put specific language into an appro-
priations bill, which hopefully will pass
today, that says the United States will
not spend any money at the U.N.
should the U.N. pursue this course of
action, which | am sure they will not.
This was some idea put forward by
somebody there, but | do not think it
speaks to the majority at the United
Nations.

But those are three core reasons why
we have to be extraordinarily sensitive
to what the tax policy is relative to the
Internet.

The reason | raise this is because it
took 8 months for the Internet com-
mission to get started. That was not
their fault. Really, it was the fault of
those bodies which had the obligation
of appointing membership to the com-
mission. Actually, under Governor Gil-
more, this commission has done an ex-
cellent job of meeting. Governor Gil-
more’s position relative to taxation
over the Internet is exactly the posi-
tion that should be pursued. However, |
am not sure he has a majority position
within the commission. | hope he does.

But in order for us to assure this
threat to our commerce does not occur,
I believe we should extend this morato-
rium. Since we had at least 8 months of
delay before we got this commission up
and running, | think we should have an
extension which recognizes that the
commission should have the full 3-year
period; therefore, we should extend the
moratorium for another year, at a min-
imum, on the Internet.

I happen to think it should be ex-
tended beyond that, well beyond that,
because | believe certainty in the area
of taxation is one of the key issues for
maintaining economic activity. If peo-
ple participating in an economic activ-
ity can predict what their tax obliga-
tions are and what the tax implications
will be to an economic initiative, then
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they are much more likely to be will-
ing to invest capital and take the risks
necessary to pursue that initiative.
But if they cannot predict their tax li-
ability, then that limits and dampens
down the desire to put capital and take
risks in a certain economic activity.
We have seen that historically.

So | do believe very strongly that we
should not only be extending this mor-
atorium for a year but that we should
be extending it for a series of years be-
yond the 3-year moratorium that pres-
ently exists.

Let’s face it. The economic benefit
which this Nation has seen as a result
of this truly revolutionary event—in
the history of economics, | suspect this
is going to go down with the industrial
revolution as one of the most signifi-
cant turning points in the history of
prosperity and the way nations gen-
erate wealth.

The benefits which we, as a nation,
have obtained as a result of this, as a
result of being the incubator, the de-
veloper, and now the provider in exper-
tise in the area of the Internet, and the
use of the Internet for commerce, the
benefits which we have received, as a
nation, are basically incalculable: the
amount of new jobs which have been
created; the number of people whose
standard of living has been increased;
the number of people who have been
able to purchase goods at less of a
price; and the number of people who
have simply had a better chance to par-
ticipate in prosperity.

The Nation as a whole has seen eco-
nomic activity and economic pros-
perity that has been a blessing to ev-
eryone, in large part because of this
huge expansion in e-commerce and in
the Internet as a force. Those benefits
dramatically exceed any benefit which
we would obtain by allowing a large
number of different States or munici-
palities to start taxing the Internet for
the purposes of expanding their local
governments.

It is the classic situation of the goose
that lays the golden egg, to say the
least. We have confronted a goose that
is laying a lot of golden eggs for Amer-
ica, and for the prosperity of America,
and for the opportunity of America to
create jobs. For America to maintain
its place as a world leader, we should
not make the mistake of maybe not
cutting off the goose’s head but
nicking that goose with thousands of
different taxes which may cause it to,
unfortunately, stumble or even be
stopped as a result of allowing the cre-
ativity and the imagination of our var-
ious government units across this Na-
tion to begin to tax the Internet.

So | hope as we wrap up this session
we will consider this. Obviously, we
probably are not going to get it in this
major omnibus bill, although | tried to
do that and it was rejected in com-
mittee—an extension of the Internet
moratorium.

I do hope when we come back next
year this will be a priority item—to
make it clear, to make an unalterable
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statement to the community which is
developing and promoting this incred-
ible engine of prosperity that we are
not going to stop them by turning
loose the forces of government and tax-
ation on them.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the period for
morning business be extended to the
hour of 2:30 p.m. and that the time be
equally divided in the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, or whatever.

THE NORTHEAST DAIRY COMPACT

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, | will
take a moment to react to an editorial
which | read this morning in the Wall
Street Journal which had so many er-
rors and erroneous comments that it
shocked me to find out that such a fine
newspaper as the Wall Street Journal
would carry this.

I have been in Congress now 24 years,
and as a result of wunusual cir-
cumstances, for many years | had been
sort of the leader of dairy for the Re-
publicans in the House. That occurred
because | was elected during the Water-
gate year. During the Watergate year,
there were 92 freshmen Representatives
who were elected and only 16 were Re-
publicans. So all of us who came in
that year immediately got seniority
because there were not any other Mem-
bers around.

I got to be the ranking member on
the dairy subcommittee my first year.
During that time, some 24 years, one
thing | could be assured of was that
any time something was going to come
to the benefit of the dairy farmers, the
Wall Street Journal, the New York
Times, and the Washington Post would
all write adverse editorials. Why is
that? Well, do the dairy farmers buy
any advertising in these newspapers?
Of course, they don’t. Who does buy the
advertising? It is those who purchase
milk. What is their motivation? To
keep the dairy farmers getting the
least money possible so they can maxi-
mize their profits. And they have done
a masterful job.

But they also have a propensity, ei-
ther because they, without any check-
ing, believe everything told to them by
the processors who pay for their ads or
they just ignore the truth. The Wall
Street Journal article of this morning
was a very typical example. | will run
through some of the facts that were
utilized in this great paper to point out
the errors.

First of all, they make statements
which are just not true. They say we
have to have a compact because our
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farmers are less efficient than the Mid-
western farmers. Well, that is abso-
lutely not true. Both are very efficient.
The differences in the two areas are
dramatic, but they are not relative to
efficiency. Obviously, the Midwest
farmers have an advantage because
they are closer to the grain markets.
They have more people producing
cheese, and they have soils that are
preferable to many of the other areas
of the country, especially New Eng-
land. So they have an advantage, not a
disadvantage, by being not only effi-
cient—and | don’t think our farmers
are any more efficient than theirs
—but having lower costs to start with.
So to make the statement that it is all
based upon inefficiency is absolutely
ridiculous.

Then this statement: Never mind
that this milk costs consumers to the
tune of about 20 extra cents a gallon.
This is absolutely false. In fact, one of
the ironic aspects of this whole argu-
ment occurred back when the compact
first went into effect and the Mid-
western farm representatives said: We
will show them. We will show that this
is all due to efficiency and all those
kinds of things. So they asked OMB,
not GAO or whoever else. Why? Be-
cause OMB was sympathetic to the ad-
ministration at that time and they
wanted help from the White House to
try to back up their arguments.

Well, what happened? OMB did an
analysis of the impact of the compact
and found out just the opposite. Do we
hear them quote that anymore? No. |
have to bring it up every time. They
still—either their friends in the news-
papers that make the money off adver-
tising or sometimes they do it them-
selves—ignore the fact that the study
they asked for came back saying that,
contrary to what they were telling peo-
ple, actually the consumers in New
England, where the compact was in ef-
fect, paid 5 cents less a gallon—not 20
cents more a gallon, 5 cents less a gal-
lon—than the average in the rest of the
country. But they still print something
which they know is absolutely incor-
rect.

Also, for a conservative newspaper
such as the Wall Street Journal—I
wouldn’t give that same label to the
New York Times and the Washington
Post—the Wall Street Journal should
recognize that all of these States, all
six States, are taking advantage of the
Constitution which says that States
can, if they want to, ask Congress for
permission to create a commission to
allow them to join together to sort of
control or Iimpact interstate com-
merce.

Well, the States have the right to do
that and the States did do it. The New
England States got together and said:
Well, let us take a look and see what
we can do to have a more organized
pricing system. One has to understand
a little bit about how the farming goes.
If you are a dairy farmer, you have
milk and you have to get rid of it. It is
going to last about 3 days before you
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will have to throw it out. So you are at
the mercy of the market. You can form
cooperatives and things such as that,
but no matter what you do, the milk
has to go somewhere or it is going to
spoil.

The thought was, instead of leaving
ourselves at the mercy —and this is the
basic part of the situation—of the proc-
essors, the people who buy the milk,
who can sit there 2% days and say:
Well, it is going to be worthless tomor-
row; | will give you 5 cents a gallon—
well, it never gets quite that bad, but
that is the kind of power they have.
They don’t want to lose that power.
They want to be able to dictate to the
dairy farmers the price they are going
to get. The New England farmers got
together and worked with their various
legislators and decided, why don’t we
set up a commission that would have
consumers represented, processors rep-
resented, farmers represented, and the
general interest of the public rep-
resented. We will set what the price
will be, keeping in mind that we don’t
want to end up with a huge surplus. We
want to make it fair but make sure the
consumers don’t lose on this—in fact,
maybe even gain—and the dairy farm-
ers will gain because they will have a
stable market situation.

It worked so well that, as | said, the
price to consumers actually went
down. | could speak at length on that,
but it went down. The farmers got a
significantly better price overall. They
were happy. The processors got a fair
price, and they haven’t screamed, those
that are participating in it. It is a good
system. That is the problem with it. It
is a good system.

Why does that scare the processors?
They would rather get the lowest price
possible to pay to the farmers and so
they have lost that control. But to the
Midwest, it shakes them up because
what was their dream? Their dream
was that all of the dairy farmers in the
United States would go out of business
except in the Midwest. And they are so
sure they could provide all the milk
the country needs, so why do we not
put them out?

Well, the commission worked. The
price to consumers has gone down, the
farmers are getting a fair price, and
the processors are not being injured in
any way. That is why 25 States, now a
total of 25, including New England,
have said that is a great idea. Every-
body is happy. What a wonderful situa-
tion.

The processor is happy, consumers
are paying less in price, and everybody
is happy. So why don’t we join? Well,
that, of course, has now made it a big
threat to the Midwest. Because if the
whole country goes to compacts, the
farmers will stay in business, and the
market expansion that the Midwest
was hoping for won’t occur.

That is why we are here today. The
States have recognized that it is essen-
tial to make sure their farmers sur-
vive. Why is that? The basic concept of
the law right now, from the 1930s and
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rewritten in the Farm Act of 1947, said
it is critical that we ensure that every
area of this Nation has an adequate
supply of fresh milk. That is basic law;
that is, to make sure that when you go
to your store, there is always some
fresh milk for you there. That is the
basic law. All these States that are
going into compacts are saying: We
want to make sure that our area of the
country has an adequate supply of
fresh milk, and we ought to be able to
do that. So that is what the real fight
is about.

We have already had the editorial 1
anticipated in the Post. The Wall
Street Journal came through right on
time with one | anticipated. Theirs is
so incredibly inaccurate in what they
cite, it was a little embarrassing, on
behalf of the paper, to read that. | ex-
pect the New York Times will follow
suit probably in the next couple of
days.

I want to make sure these facts are
out there. What this Nation needs is
stable farming. We all love our farm-
ers. | can’t think of Vermont or New
England without the cows on the hill-
side. | can’t think of what the South-
east would be without the ability of
their farmers to produce milk. And
they have, because of the weather situ-
ation and all, special problems in the
Southeast, being able to produce milk
at reasonable prices. But they are
doing very well. They want to form a
compact. The same is true in other
parts of the country. What is wrong
with people in the region getting to-
gether and deciding how to do it?

Another argument raised, which will
be one for other editorials, is that it
causes higher prices for WIC—Women,
Infants and Children—and food. That is
all taken care of by the commission.
Farmers in the Midwest, right now, on
an average, receive significantly more
in the checks they get on a weekly or
monthly basis—what they call the
“mailbox price.”” They do better than
the rest of the country. So they are not
the ones suffering. They have advan-
tages, as | pointed out, in cost of pro-
duction and those things. They are
doing well. They just want to be sure
they can perhaps have a better future
by shipping more milk.

Incidentally—and | will leave you
with this because the statements are
that this is somehow infringing on
commerce and the ability of people to
sell—they can bring their milk down
now and sell it in the New England
area. Why don’t they? It costs too
much to ship it down there. But the
market is open; it is not closed out.
There are no barriers built up to where
the farmers can ship milk. In fact, the
New England compact is in place right
now, but a great deal of the milk comes
from New York, Pennsylvania, New
Jersey, and wherever else anyone
wants to ship it.

The New England area itself is a neg-
ative producer. So we depend upon
milk coming from other areas. When
you come in, you know you are going
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to be bound by the price that is estab-
lished by the commission. That, again,
represents consumers, producers, the
dairy farmers, the processors, the peo-
ple who buy it, and it protects pro-
grams such as WIC. It is working so
well. That is the problem.

Just remember, the reason for all the
controversy right now is that this pro-
gram is working so well for consumers,
processors, and the producers, and it is
a danger to those who want to do away
with our local farming businesses.

Mr. President, | see no other Member
present, so | suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VoINoviIcH). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that | be permitted
to proceed as in morning business for
not to exceed 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. COLLINS. Thank you Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, | rise today in strong
support of the reauthorization of the
Northeast Dairy Compact. | am pleased
that it appears Congress will accom-
plish this vital task before we adjourn
for the year.

The reauthorization of the Compact
is more critical now than ever before.
The U.S. Department of Agriculture re-
cently predicted that milk prices for
dairy farmers will be reduced 40 cents
per gallon in December as a result of
the announced drop in the basic for-
mula price this past week. This trans-
lates into a 30 percent reduction in
blend prices in December and will con-
tinue on into next year with additional
declines in prices expected throughout
the winter. The Dairy Compact will
blunt the 40 cent per gallon drop in
farm milk prices by one-half and will,
by itself, make the difference between
continuing in business and closing
down for many small dairy farmers.

The Northeast Dairy Compact is a
proven success and is critical to the
survival of dairy farmers in Maine and
throughout New England. The Compact
has a proven track record of quantifi-
able benefits to both consumers and
farmers. The Compact works by simply
evening out the peaks and valleys in
fluid milk prices, providing stability to
the cost of milk and ensuring a supply
of fresh, wholesome, local milk. The
Compact works with market forces to
help both the farmer and the consumer.
As prices climb and farmers receive a
sustainable price for milk, the Com-
pact turns off. When prices drop to
unsustainable levels, the Compact is
triggered. The Compact simply softens
the blow to farmers of an abrupt and
dramatic drop in the volatile fluid
milk market.
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It is important to reiterate that con-
sumers also benefit from the Compact.
Not only does the Compact stabilize
prices, thus avoiding dramatic fluctua-
tion in retail cost of milk, it also guar-
antees that the consumer is assured of
the availability of a supply of fresh,
local milk. Let’s remember that under
the Compact, New England has lower
retail fluid milk prices than many re-
gions operating without a Compact.

Moreover, the Compact, while pro-
viding clear benefits to dairy producers
and consumers in the Northeast, has
proven it does not harm farmers or tax-
payers from outside the region. A 1998
report by the Office of Management
and Budget showed that, during its
first 6 months of operation, the Com-
pact did not adversely affect farmers
from outside the Compact region and
added no federal costs to nutrition pro-
grams. In fact, the Compact specifi-
cally excepts the Women, Infants, and
Children (WIC) program from any costs
related to the Compact.

The reauthorization of the Northeast
Dairy Compact is also important as a
matter of states rights. We often hear
of criticism of the inside-the-beltway
mentality that tells states, we here in
Washington know better than you,
even on issues traditionally under
state and local control. Mr. President,
that is wrong. In the Northeast Dairy
Compact, we have a solution that was
approved by all the legislatures and
governors of the New England States.
It is supported by every state commis-
sioner in the region and overwhelm-
ingly—if not unanimously—by North-
eastern dairy farmers. We in Congress
should not be an obstacle to this prac-
tical, workable, local solution.

I urge my colleagues to refrain from
holding up this critical measure for
Maine and for our Nation’s dairy farm-
ers. To small farms in my State and in
states throughout New England, this is
not just a matter of profit margins; it
is a matter of their survival.

I yield the floor, and | suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent that | be able
to speak in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The

JUVENILE JUSTICE BILL

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President,
today is November 18. It has been al-
most 6 months since the Senate passed
the juvenile justice bill and more than
5 months since the House followed suit
with its own legislation.

Since that time, the students at Col-
umbine High School went home. They
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spent a summer trying to heal the
wounds of one of our Nation’s greatest
tragedies, and they returned to school
more than 2 months ago.

Many of those students touched by
the tragedy even came to Washington
to plead for our help. Yet this body has
done nothing to stop future incidents
of gun violence and nothing to fix our
broken juvenile justice system.

The Columbine incident shocked this
Nation and, | believe, this Congress.
Watching events unfold on television
made even the most skeptical observ-
ers realize that something should be
done about gun violence. We have wit-
nessed a number of other instances of
gun violence in the media since then.
In Atlanta, we saw a depressed day
trader gun down his family and col-
leagues. In California, a bigot killed a
postal worker just because he was Fili-
pino, and then wounded five others in
the North Valley Jewish Community
Center in Granada Hills. Again, the
pictures of those young children being
led away from the scene of the tragedy
were heart wrenching.

But since Columbine, more than 2,000
more children have died from gunshot
wounds, about 12 to 13 a day, in inci-
dents of gun violence that go relatively
unreported and with outcomes not so
public. These incidents will never stop
until we do something to stop them.
The death rate will never be dimin-
ished unless we stand up and take ac-
tion.

When will the Congress realize that
the time has come to move forward?
The conference committee, which was
appointed at the last minute before the
August recess, has met but once, over 3
months ago. No issues have been re-
solved. The entire juvenile justice bill
remains in doubt, in limbo.

Democrats in both Houses have been
ready and willing to meet for months.
Democrats are ready to discuss the
merits of our differences and to rec-
oncile them. The time has come to stop
running away from the issue of gun vi-
olence. The time has come to enact
some meaningful provisions to stem
this tide of violence sweeping our
schools and to institute some much-
needed change to the system of juve-
nile justice in this Nation.

The Senate spent more than a week
in May debating and voting on dozens
of provisions to stem the tide of youth
violence in this country and to try to
curb the flood of guns reaching chil-
dren and criminals. But still we have
faced delay after delay, and the delays
come in many forms—political maneu-
vering, parliamentary tactics; for ex-
ample, my clip ban was blue slipped,
and other tactics.

Enough is enough. It is time to come
together to make some tough decisions
and move forward with the Nation’s
business. No longer can we stand by,
and | hope the Nation will not let us
stand by, to allow the National Rifle
Association to dictate the legislative
needs of this Congress. The future of
this bill rests squarely with the Repub-
lican leadership in both the House and
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the Senate. They have said they want
to make progress with our gun laws,
and they have it within their power to
do so.

The Senate-passed juvenile justice
bill is not an overreaching statement
of where we want to go with gun con-
trol. I, for example, believe we should
have universal registration and licens-
ing of firearms, and in the next session
I will introduce my legislation. | be-
lieve we should allow the Federal Gov-
ernment to set safety and consumer
standards for guns, and | believe we
should ban outright possession of mili-
tary-style assault weapons. But none of
these measures were even discussed in
the Senate debate.

The provisions, rather, are very
small in our bill. They are reasonable,
and they can make a difference in the
lives of our children. None of them are
controversial, and every one of them,
by virtually every poll, has a dominant
majority of the American people sup-
porting them. Let me describe what I
am talking about.

That bill contains just four common-
sense provisions to address gun vio-
lence. Does anyone in this Nation truly
believe juveniles should be able to buy
assault weapons? The answer is going
to be no. That is one provision in Sen-
ator AsSHCROFT’s bill which would pro-
hibit juveniles from possessing assault
weapons.

Does anyone in this country truly be-
lieve the children from Columbine who
went to a gun show and bought two as-
sault weapons as juveniles with no in-
formation, no data check, no nothing—
does anyone believe that loophole
should not be closed? | do not believe
so.

In Memphis, TN, not too long ago, a
5-year-old took a pistol off his grand-
father’s bureau and brought it to kin-
dergarten to kill the teacher because
the teacher had given that child a
timeout the day before. Stories are le-
gion about children mistaking real
guns for play guns and shooting their
friends.

The third provision is simple. It
would require a safety lock with every
gun sold. Does anyone believe guns
should not be sold without safety
locks? | do not believe so.

Finally, there is my provision which
would plug a major loophole in the 1994
assault weapons legislation. That legis-
lation, in fact, says you cannot today
manufacture, transfer, sell, or possess
a clip, drum, or strip of more than 10
bullets manufactured in the United
States. That is the law today. The
loophole is to permit the foreign im-
portation of these clips, and they are
coming into this country by the tens of
millions with literally tens of thou-
sands of them in drums of 250 rounds.
They come in, as a matter of fact, from
the United Kingdom, and they come in
from 20 different countries throughout
the world.

My provision would simply close that
loophole and prohibit the importation.
It actually passed the House by unani-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

mous consent, and both the Speaker
and the chairman of the House Judici-
ary Committee have assured me per-
sonally that they see no problem with
it and would support it.

These are the four provisions relating
to guns. Other than that, this bill con-
tains countless provisions to stem the
tide of youth violence. | sit on the Ju-
diciary Committee. |1 have worked on
this bill. 1 have worked on it with Sen-
ator HATCH. Part of this bill is a gang
abatement act. It provides a Federal
helping hand to local law enforcement
agencies to fight criminal street gangs
that are now crossing State lines and
moving into so many of the cities of
our Nation. You, Mr. President, were
mayor of a great city. You know this
to be the fact. This is an important
part of this legislation.

It also contains the James Guelff
Body Armor Act which contains re-
forms to take body armor out of the
hands of criminals and put it in the
hands of police. It is named after a San
Francisco police officer by the name of
James Guelff who went to a call at the
corner of Pine and California Streets
and came across a Kevlar-clad sniper
with thousands of rounds of ammuni-
tion and a number of guns. He had a .38
revolver. As he speed loaded his re-
volver, this officer was shot in the head
and killed. It took 150 police officers to
equal the firepower of one sniper clad
in Kevlar with high-powered weapons.

The Senate bill also establishes a
new $700 million juvenile justice block
grant program for States and local-
ities, representing a significant in-
crease in Federal aid to the States for
juvenile crime control programs. These
programs include additional law en-
forcement and juvenile court per-
sonnel, juvenile detention facilities,
and prevention programs to keep juve-
niles out of trouble before they turn to
crime, something both of us know, as
past mayors, is vital if we are going to
reverse juvenile crime in this country.

The bill encourages increased ac-
countability for juveniles, and it im-
plements a series of graduated pen-
alties that ensure that subsequent of-
fenses are treated with increasing se-
verity, so that if you are going to be a
continuing offender, the sentences are
going to reflect that.

The bill also reforms juvenile record
systems through improved record keep-
ing and increased access to juvenile
records by police, courts, and schools,
so that a court or school dealing with
a juvenile in my State, California, can
know if they have committed violent
offenses in Arizona, or a juvenile in
your State, Ohio, had committed vio-
lent offenses in another surrounding
State.

It extends Federal sentences for juve-
niles who commit serious violent
crimes.

All of these commonsense provisions
now remain in legislative purgatory. |
am here to urge, once again, the major-
ity to proceed with the conference,
come to a compromise, and move this
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bill. That compromise should preserve
intact the Senate-passed gun control
legislation—four targeted measures—
commonsense, reasonable; | call them
no-brainers. Every poll shows a domi-
nant majority of Americans supporting
each of these. And they represent to-
gether a bare minimum of what we
should do this year to stem the gun vi-
olence that is increasingly common on
our streets and in our schools.

School has now been back in session
for several months, and this Congress
is about to adjourn for the year. So far,
it looks as if we are going to be receiv-
ing a failing grade from the American
people. There is still time to buckle
down, to do the work, to pass the test
that this Nation gave us so many
months ago. What a wonderful Christ-
mas gift it would be for the people of
America.

| thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. CoL-
LINS). The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, |
ask unanimous consent to speak as in
morning business.

Mr. BYRD. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, and | will not object, would the
Senator mind stating how long he
wishes to speak?

Mr. BAUCUS. | would be very happy
to tell the Senator. Less than 10 min-
utes.

Mr. BYRD. | have no objection. |
thank the Chair and thank the Sen-
ator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BAUCUS. | thank the Senator.

SATELLITE TV ACCESS TO
NETWORK PROGRAMMING

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, |
would like to make a few remarks
about a serious problem for people in
our country who do not live in our Na-
tion’s cities; that is, the loss of sat-
ellite TV access to network program-
ming.

We all know that modern technology
has made it possible to broadcast TV
programming directly from satellites.
Nationwide, over 11 million households
subscribe to satellite TV. That number
increases by over 2 million households
every year.

Rural areas have come to depend on
network coverage that satellites pro-
vide.

In my State, Montana, where over 35
percent of homes depend solely on sat-
ellite broadcasting for their TV recep-
tion, obviously this development has
been a real boon.

While satellite broadcasting has im-
proved the quality of life for folks in
rural America, it has not been perfect.
Satellite systems have not been able to
carry local broadcast stations. So local
viewers have not always been able to
get local broadcasting.

This is not just a problem for sat-
ellite subscribers; it is a problem for
local television broadcasters and for
the fabric of local communities. Local
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broadcasters play a key role in our
communities. They provide local news,
local weather, and public service pro-
gramming.

Viewers depend on these local broad-
casts to find out what is going on in
their community: When the school
board, the PTA, and the city council
are meeting, or when there is a parade
or a fundraiser for their church or a
civic group.

Local broadcasters are vital to our
communities. They provide jobs, and
they allow local businesses to grow
through advertising. In short, the im-
portance of local broadcasting is evi-
dent in all parts of community life.

Local broadcasters also provide net-
work programming: NBC, ABC, CBS,
and FOX. Nineteen of the 20 TV sta-
tions in Montana are affiliated with
some of these networks or with PBS.
These stations air national news,
sports, and entertainment at times of
the day when people with jobs and kids
can watch them.

Without local broadcasts, you might
miss the evening network news because
it comes on before you get home from
work or because it airs late at night.
People want local network coverage
because it works in their own lives and
in their local community.

Until now, technology has not pro-
vided for rebroadcast of local signals
by satellites. Many rural residents
have not been able to get decent recep-
tion over the air.

Of course, we in the Senate cannot
change technology or geography, but
what we can do is change the law. We
can make local-into-local broadcasting
a reality, and we should.

Last spring, we passed H.R. 1554. At
the time, we neglected an important
responsibility. The language we passed
would have required the turnoff of net-
work programing to many rural sat-
ellite viewers. It would have done noth-
ing to help the many local broadcasters
in smaller cities and towns. It was an
oversight.

Following the vote, | wrote a letter
to the conference asking they pay at-
tention to the needs of the many view-
ers, communities, and stations that
had been ignored. Twenty-three of my
colleagues, from both sides of the aisle,
signed the letter.

As you know, Madam President, the
conference on the satellite bill has paid
little attention to our request. The lan-
guage of the conference report, now ti-
tled the “Intellectual Property and
Communications Omnibus Reform Act
of 1999,”” includes some important new
provisions.

It does allow satellite viewers in poor
reception areas, the so-called ‘‘grade B
contour” viewers, to continue to get
network programming from satellites.
Without this, many satellite viewers
will lose their network TV at the end
of next month.

It also includes a loan guarantee that
will make it possible for all local sta-
tions to broadcast on satellite, not just
those in the very largest cities and
towns.
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Without this, the other local-into-
local provisions of the act are an
empty promise to rural and small town
America that depends on satellites.

Last week, the House passed the con-
ference language by a near unanimous
vote. But in the Senate, a few Mem-
bers—and | might say, on the other
side of the aisle—are blocking a vote
on this conference report. They say: We
promise to have more hearings. We
should have another committee look at
this.

They might as well say: Let them
watch the radio.

The Senate should act now to ensure
that the conference report language be-
comes law. It is clear the majority of
the Senate is ready to vote to approve
the measure, just as the House did. In-
stead, we are offered a weakened
version attached to the omnibus appro-
priations bill, which we will get some-
time soon, and a weak promise to do
something next year.

This is a no-brainer. There are many
people in rural America who would like
to add satellite TV, network program-
ming from their local stations. It is
that simple. We have it within our
power today to very simply pass a pro-
vision and provide for the financing, a
loan guarantee. We all know it is going
to pass. We all know we are going to do
it. But there is one Senator who wants
it in his committee. And | say, that
one Senator represents a State where
there are a lot of people who | think
want local-into-local broadcasting
from the satellites.

There are millions of Americans who
depend on their satellites and want
local network coverage—not national
network coverage—or at least the op-
tion to get both local and national.

This is a no-brainer. | get more mail
on this subject than any other subject.
| daresay, Madam President, you prob-
ably get a lot of mail on this subject,
too. | know a lot of Senators probably
get as much mail on this one subject as
any other. And we can simply solve it
today very easily. It makes no sense
for us not to.

Madam President, | yield the floor.

NOMINATION OF T. MICHAEL KERR

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, | want
to make a few comments regarding the
nomination of T. Michael Kerr to be
Administrator of the Wage and Hour
Division of the Department of Labor. |
held up this nomination until I could
secure an agreement regarding the
issue of unauthorized break time from
the Secretary of Labor, outlined in a
letter | will submit for the RECORD.

The need for this agreement with the
Secretary was precipitated by a case
pending before the Wage and Hour Di-
vision regarding an employee exceed-
ing the allotted time for a rest/period
break, and an employer deducting from
the employee’s compensation the time
taken in excess of the break time.

The Fair Labor Standards Act does
not require employers to provide its
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employees with a rest period/breaks.
Nevertheless, many employers offer
short breaks to their employees. Al-
though the duration of a voluntary
break is up to the employer, the breaks
generally run between 5 and 20 min-
utes.

The Department of Labor does recog-
nize that employers have the flexi-
bility to determine the number of
breaks and the length of breaks that
they offer to their employees. The De-
partment of Labor has taken the posi-
tion that when an employer allows its
employees to take a short break and an
employee abuses the break time policy
by exceeding the time that the em-
ployer allotted for the break, the em-
ployer must still compensate the em-
ployee for the first 20 minutes of the
break.

Further, the Department of Labor
has taken the position that if an em-
ployer offers its employees a compen-
sable break of less than 20 minutes in
duration, and an employee’s break
time exceeds the time that the em-
ployer allotted for the break, then the
employer’s only recourse against the
employee is disciplinary action (such
as a reprimand or termination), or
elimination of the rest period.

Under the agreement | reached with
the Secretary, the Department of
Labor will conduct a complete review
of its policy regarding unauthorized
breaks. That review will be completed
by February 1, 2000. Upon completion
of the review, the Department of Labor
will submit its findings in writing to
the Chairman and Ranking Members of
the relevant committees in the House
and the Senate. The review will include
consideration of what outcome is in
the best interest of the employee if the
employee exceeds the allotted time of a
rest period/break: disciplinary action
against the employee (such as a rep-
rimand or termination); elimination of
the rest period/break option; or deduc-
tions of compensation for the time in
excess of the allotted break time.

Also, the Secretary committed the
Department of Labor will assure that
the resolution of any cases in which
unauthorized break times are at issue,
will be consistent with the findings in
their review.

This is an important review of what
is clearly an outdated policy. | look
forward to the outcome of their review,
and | thank the staff at the Depart-
ment of Labor for working in good
faith with my office, and the Secretary
for working to a quick resolution of
this issue so this nomination can move
forward.

I ask unanimous consent that a let-
ter from the Secretary of Labor be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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SECRETARY OF LABOR,
Washington, DC, November 18, 1999.
Hon. DON NICKLES,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR NICKLES: This is a follow-up
to the meeting of our respective staffs yes-
terday. While the Department of Labor rec-
ognizes that employers have the flexibility
to determine the number and length of
breaks they offer to their employees, the
Wage and Hour Division has taken the posi-
tion that if an employer offers a break of less
than 20 minutes in duration, the time the
employee spends on that break typically is
compensable hours worked under the Fair
Labor Standards Act.

Most of the Wage and Hour Opinion Let-
ters that address this issue involve author-
ized breaks. However, on several occasions,
the Wage and Hour Administrator has stated
that short unauthorized breaks may also
count as hours worked. Wage and Hour has
taken the position that if an employee ex-
ceeds the time allotted for an authorized
break, an employer may take a disciplinary
action against the employee, or the em-
ployer may eliminate the option for rest pe-
riods/breaks.

I am committing the Wage and Hour Divi-
sion and the Solicitor’s Office to carefully
review our policy with respect to the com-
pensability of unauthorized break time
under the FLSA. Our review will specifically
include those instances in which employees
exceed the time allowed for a rest break. We
will also consider what outcome is in the
best interests of the employee if the em-
ployee exceeds the allotted time for a rest
period/break, including the option of deduc-
tions of compensation for the time taken in
excess of the allotted break time.

As part of our review, we will consider the
statutory text, relevant legislative history
and regulatory material, case law, previous
Wage and Hour Opinion Letters, changing
technology and any information that your
office or a member of the public may pro-
vide. We will complete our review of this
matter by February 1, 2000, and transmit our
conclusions and supporting rationale in writ-
ing to the Chairman and Ranking Members
of the relevant committees in the House and
the Senate.

It is important that all officials of the
Wage and Hour Division interpret and apply
the law in a uniform manner, and so advise
the public. I will instruct the Wage and Hour
Division to assure that the resolution of any
cases in which unauthorized break time are
at issue is consistent with the outcome we
reach in our overall review.

I very much appreciate your interest in
these important questions.

Sincerely,
ALEXIS M. HERMAN.

COMPENSATING CERTAIN DEPART-
MENT OF ENERGY WORKERS

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, yes-
terday, my colleague from New Mexico,
Senator BINGAMAN, and | introduced
legislation that is, frankly, long over-
due.

For more than 2 years, | have been
concerned that the Department of En-
ergy was not taking seriously the com-
plaints of a number of workers in Oak
Ridge, Tennessee who are ill and who
believe that their illnesses are linked
to their employment at the DOE site in
Oak Ridge. In November of 1997, two
years ago, | wrote to the then-Surgeon
General, Dr. David Satcher, to request
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that the Centers for Disease Control,
CDC, come to Oak Ridge to try to de-
termine whether a pattern of unex-
plained illnesses was present and, if so,
if its cause could be determined. The
CDC study, like others before it, looked
at a narrow sample of individuals and
did not produce conclusive results.

Since then, | have been working to
get the Department of Energy to ac-
knowledge that there is a problem,
that certain of its current and former
workers are ill, and that they should
work with us to address the situation.
This legislation—which we developed
in conjunction with the Department—
is an important step in that direction.

It says, for the first time, that if mis-
takes were made, and if harm was done
to workers who helped this country
win the Cold War, we need to act now
to remedy those mistakes. It rep-
resents a recognition on the part of the
government that if people have ill-
nesses that are linked to their employ-
ment at a Department of Energy facil-
ity, they deserve compensation. That is
progress, and | am proud to be a part of
it.

Our bill has three parts. The first
section, the Energy Employees’ Beryl-
lium Compensation Act, would provide
compensation to current and former
workers who have contracted chronic
beryllium disease or beryllium sensi-
tivity while performing duties uniquely
related to the Department of Energy’s
nuclear weapons production program.
There are approximately 90 Oak Ridge
workers who have been diagnosed with
either chronic beryllium disease or be-
ryllium sensitivity to date, and a total
of 2,200 Oak Ridge workers who were
potentially exposed.

The second section, the Energy Em-
ployees’ Pilot Project Act, would es-
tablish a special pilot program for a
specific group of 55 Oak Ridge workers
who are currently the subject of an in-
vestigation by a panel of physicians
specializing in health conditions re-
lated to occupational exposure to radi-
ation and hazardous materials. This
section authorizes the Secretary of En-
ergy to award $100,000 each to those
Oak Ridge workers whose illnesses are
determined to likely be linked to their
employment at the Oak Ridge site.

Finally, our bill creates the Paducah
Employees’ Exposure Compensation
Fund, which would compensate those
current and former workers at the Pa-
ducah, KY gaseous diffusion plant who
were exposed to plutonium and other
radioactive materials without their
knowledge, and who develop one of a
specified list of conditions linked to ra-
diation exposure. | want to note that
there are workers at the K-25 gaseous
diffusion plant in Oak Ridge who were
exposed to the same contaminants as
those in Paducah, and workers in
Portsmouth, Ohio who were similarly
affected as well. It is my hope that
these two groups of workers would be
added to this section of the legislation,
upon the conclusion of the Department
of Energy’s investigation into what
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happened at these two sites, if the facts
so warrant. Their absence at this time
should in no way indicate that either
the sponsors of this bill or the Depart-
ment of Energy believe that they were
not similarly affected. | strongly be-
lieve that workers at all of the DOE
sites must be treated equally in this
process, and | am committed to doing
all I can to ensure that that is the case.

Let me just remind my colleagues
who it is we are talking about. We are
talking about workers who partici-
pated in the Manhattan Project, men
and women who helped to ensure the
superiority of America’s nuclear arse-
nal, and who directly contributed to
our nation’s victory in the Cold War.
We owe them a debt of gratitude. And
if we put them in harm’s way without
their knowledge, it’s time for us to
make that right. This bill is a step in

that direction. |1 look forward to its
consideration by the Senate.
PAIN RELIEF PROMOTION ACT
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, on

June 23, 1999, Senator LIEBERMAN and |
introduced S. 1272, the Pain Relief Pro-
motion Act, which addresses two spe-
cific concerns. First, it provides federal
support for training and research in
palliative care. Second, it clarifies fed-
eral law on the legitimate use of con-
trolled substances. On October 27, 1999
the House passed its companion meas-
ure H.R. 2260 by the resounding bipar-
tisan vote of 271 to 156. It is my hope
that the Senate will soon have the op-
portunity to debate and vote on this
important legislation.

In anticipation of that debate, and in
light of inaccurate characterizations of
the second aspect of our bipartisan leg-
islation, | believe it is important for
me to ensure that the Record reflects
precisely how this bill will—and will
not—affect current federal law with re-
gard to Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion (DEA) oversight of the use of fed-
erally controlled substances.

To understand the effect the Pain Re-
lief Promotion Act will have on pain
control, we must begin with what the
law is now. The Controlled Substances
Act, CSA, of 1970 charged the DEA with
the responsibility of overseeing nar-
cotics and dangerous drugs—including
powerful prescription drugs which have
a legitimate medical use but can also
be misused to harm or kill. In asserting
its authority over these drugs, Con-
gress declared in the preamble of the
Controlled Substances Act of 1970 that
‘‘Federal control of the intrastate inci-
dents of the traffic in controlled sub-
stances is essential to the effective
control of the interstate incidents of
such traffic’” (21 U.S.C. 801 (6)).

In 1984, Congress amended the CSA
due in part to a specific concern re-
garding the misuse of prescription
drugs in lethal overdoses. The then
Democratic-controlled House and a Re-
publican Senate further strengthened
the Act, empowering the DEA to re-
voke a physician’s federal prescribing
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license if he or she uses it to endanger
“health and safety” regardless of
whether state law has been violated (21
U.S.C. 824, referencing 21 U.S.C. 823).
The chairman of the Health sub-
committee in the House agreed: “‘Drugs
legally manufactured for use in medi-
cine are responsible for a substantial
majority of drug-related deaths and in-
juries” (Rep. WAXMAN, Hearing of July
31, 1984, Hearing Record No. 98-168, p.
365). Congress’ view was that while the
states are the first line of defense
against misuse of prescription drugs,
the Federal Government must have its
own objective standard as to what con-
stitutes such misuse—and it must have
the authority to enforce that standard
when a state cannot or will not do so.
Congress’ 1970 and 1984 decisions have
been upheld time and time again by

federal courts. o
It is clear that federal law is in-

tended to prevent use of these drugs for
lethal overdoses, and contains no ex-
ception for deliberate overdoses ap-
proved by a physician. Nowhere in the
Controlled Substances Act has death or
assisting death ever been considered a
“legitimate medical purpose’” for use
of these drugs. In the past, physicians
who were involved in the use of these

drugs for suicide or other lethal
overdoses have lost their federal au-
thority to prescribe controlled sub-

stances on the grounds that they had
endangered ‘‘health and safety.”

In 1997, Congress passed the Assisted
Suicide Funding Restriction Act of 1997
without a dissenting vote in the Senate
and by an overwhelming margin of 398-
16 in the House. President Clinton stat-
ed in signing the bill that “‘it will allow
the Federal Government to speak with
a clear voice in opposing these prac-
tices.” He further warned that ‘‘to en-
dorse assisted suicide would set us on a
disturbing and perhaps dangerous
path.” | would add only that author-
izing a federal agency to endorse the
use of controlled substances for as-
sisted suicide would similarly “‘set us
on a disturbing and perhaps dangerous
path.”

In November 1994, the State of Or-
egon adopted by referendum the so-
called ““Death with Dignity Act,” al-
lowing physicians to prescribe medica-
tion for the purpose of assisting pa-
tients’ suicides. The week of that vote,
Professor George Annas of Boston Uni-
versity pointed out the inconsistency
between the Oregon referendum and
the Controlled Substances Act in an ar-
ticle in the New England Journal of
Medicine. He questioned whether such
a state law was compatible with exist-
ing federal laws governing federally
controlled drugs, ‘‘since the drafters of
the federal statute certainly did not
have this purpose [assisting suicides] in
mind.”

However, on June 5, 1998, overturning
a previous determination by her own
DEA Administrator, the Attorney Gen-
eral issued a letter carving out an ex-
ception for Oregon so it can use feder-
ally-controlled substances for assisted
suicide. She claimed that Congress did
not “‘intend to override a state deter-
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mination as to what constitutes legiti-
mate medical practice in the absence
of a federal law prohibiting that prac-
tice.” The Pain Relief Promotion Act
will respond to the Attorney General’s
challenge, by clarifying that the inten-
tional misuse of these drugs to cause
patients’ deaths is not authorized by
Congress in any state, nor has it ever
been.

On October 27, 1997, Oregon’s ‘“‘Death
with Dignity Act’’ became effective. In
the first year at least 15 patients have
committed suicide with doctor’s assist-
ance under the new Oregon law. We
really do not know the total number,
because all reporting of cases is left
completely in the hands of the doctors
themselves, and the Oregon Health Di-
vision admits it has no idea how many
unreported cases there are. But regard-
ing those 15 reported cases we know
one thing: Every one of those patient’s
deaths was caused by a federally con-
trolled substance, prescribed with a
federal DEA registration number, using
federal authority. Today, without any
decision to this effect by Congress or
the President, the federal government
is actively involved in assisting sui-
cides in Oregon.

To hear some of the critics of this
bill you might think that the Pain Re-
lief Promotion Act creates a new au-
thority on the part of the DEA to re-
voke doctors’ registrations if they use
controlled substances to assist suicide.
On the contrary that authority has ex-
isted for 29 years and it exists now. At-
torney General Janet Reno was very
clear on this matter in her letter of
June 5, 1998: ‘“‘Adverse action under the
CSA may well be warranted . . . where
a physician assists in a suicide in a
state that has not authorized the prac-
tice under any conditions, or where a
physician fails to comply with state

procedures in doing so.”
What does this mean for current law

and practice? First, the DEA has full
authority to revoke a DEA registration
for assisting suicide in any of the 49
states where assisting suicide is not
authorized by state law. While critics
of the Pain Relief Promotion Act have
said that empowering the DEA to in-
vestigate physicians in such cases will
have a ‘“‘chilling effect’”” on the treat-
ment of pain, the fact is that such au-
thority already exists in 49 states.
What about the one State, Oregon,
where the Attorney General said the
DEA will not take adverse actions
against physicians for assisting suicide
in compliance with the Oregon law?
Even in Oregon many cases of assisting
suicide remain illegal under state law.
The state law authorizes assisting the
suicide of those who are terminally ill,
but not others. Under the Attorney
General’s determination, then, the
DEA can continue to review cases of
assisting suicide to make sure they do
not involve those who are not termi-
nally ill, and it can scrutinize whether
a given use of pain medication was
really intended to assist suicide. All as-
pects of the Oregon guidelines for le-
gally valid assisted suicide are also
subject to DEA investigation, since the
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Attorney General has only authorized
physicians to use federally controlled
drugs for assisted suicides when they
fully comply with those state guide-
lines.

Thus, as interpreted by the Attorney
General, a registration to prescribe fed-
erally controlled substances can be re-
voked under the current Controlled
Substances Act if these substances are
used to assist suicide in any state in
the Nation, with the exception of cer-
tain cases of assisted suicide that Or-
egon has legalized for the terminally
ill. If DEA scrutiny of doctors’ pre-
scribing practices were going to ‘““chill”’
the practice of pain control, that would
already be occurring under current
law.

How does the Pain Relief Promotion
Act impact this situation? It estab-
lishes that, for the first time in federal
law, the use of controlled substances
for the relief of pain and discomfort is
a “‘legitimate medical purpose,’” even if
the large doses used in treating pain
may unintentionally hasten death. In-
tentionally causing death or assisting
in causing death remains forbidden.
Thus this bill does not increase the
DEA'’s regulatory authority at all. On
the contrary, its only effect in 49 states
(and even in Oregon, in cases involving
those who are not terminally ill) is to
provide new legal protection for physi-
cians who prescribe controlled sub-
stances to control pain.

In Oregon, this bill eliminates the
Attorney General’s artificial exception
designed to accommodate assisted sui-
cides that are no longer penalized
under Oregon law. The DEA can meet
its responsibility here simply by look-
ing at the reports required by Oregon
law, in which doctors must identify the
drugs used to assist suicide. Those
records will make it clear whether fed-
erally controlled drugs were used; and
since the physician is clearly reporting
that his or her own intent was to help
cause death, there will be no question
of murky intentions or ambiguity.
Thus this bill will not lead to any in-
crease in the DEA trying to ‘“‘second
guess’ or infer physicians’ intentions,
even in Oregon. *****_x*xikx_ _Name:
-Payroll No. -Folios: J1S/13-J1S/14
-Date: -Subformat:

What of any unreported cases in
which physicians assist the suicides of
terminally ill patients? Those assisted
suicides are already a crime under Or-
egon law, and thus already subject to
adverse action by the DEA as well
under the Attorney General’s interpre-
tation. Only if a physician officially re-
ports the case to the Oregon Health Di-
vision is he or she exempted from state
criminal penalties. So those cases are
already covered by the same DEA au-
thority that currently applies to as-
sisted suicides in the other 49 states.

Let me take this situation step by
step.

First, removing the Oregon exception
to the existing nationwide policy can-
not increase any ‘‘chilling effect’” on
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pain relief outside of Oregon, because
the bill does not increase one iota the
authority of the DEA to investigate
the misuse of controlled substances to
assist suicide outside of Oregon. In
fact, in those states its only effect is to
provide a more explicit ‘“‘safe harbor”
for the practice of pain control, which
is a significant advance and improve-
ment for doctors and terminally ill pa-
tients. This is also true of assisted sui-
cide cases within Oregon that do not
comply with the state’s reporting re-
quirements or other guidelines. In all
these cases, the Pain Relief Promotion
Act gives the DEA no new mandate to
investigate cases of assisted suicide
more directly. Rather, it is expected to
follow its longstanding practice of gen-
erally deferring to state authorities
and allowing them to take the lead in
investigating possible wrongdoing.

Second, no new questioning of physi-
cians’ intentions is warranted to ad-
dress the cases of assisted suicide that
are now permitted under Oregon law.
To be free of criminal penalties under
state law in Oregon, a doctor who as-
sists a suicide must submit a report to
Oregon authorities that includes infor-
mation on the drugs prescribed to as-
sist the suicide. The Drug Enforcement
Administration, DEA, can obtain those
reports from the Oregon authorities. It
already has the authority to subpoena
them, if necessary; again, our legisla-
tion has no impact on this.

Thus, even In Oregon, this bill will
not result in any increase in DEA over-
sight or investigations of doctors based
on their prescribing patterns or the
dosages they use for particular pa-
tients. This is clearly stated in the
House Judiciary Committee report on
this bill, H. Rep. 106-378 Pt. 1, pp. 12-13.

It follows that if this bill is enacted,
any doctors in Oregon who prescribe
controlled substances for pain relief
need not fear any increase in DEA
scrutiny of their practices, and there-
fore should not in any way be deterred
from prescribing adequate pain relief.

This bill cannot have a ‘‘chilling ef-
fect”” on pain control, but will have the
opposite effect. For the first time, it
will place in the Controlled Substances
Act, as the American Society of Anes-
thesiologists notes, ‘‘recognition that
alleviating pain in the usual course of
professional practice is a legitimate
medical purpose for dispensing a con-
trolled substance that is consistent
with public health and safety, even if
the use of such a substance may in-
crease the risk of death.” The Amer-
ican Medical Association says this bill,
“provides a new and important statu-
tory protection for physicians pre-
scribing controlled substances for pain,
particularly for patients at the end of
life.”” As the American Academy of
Pain Management observes, this will
protect the ability of “‘prescribers to
relieve pain without fear of regulatory
discipline.”

Those who are concerned about the
possibility of a negative impact on
pain relief if we pass this bill need to
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answer this question: do they believe
that now the Drug Enforcement Ad-
ministration is having a chilling effect
on pain relief because federally con-
trolled substances cannot be used to
assist suicide in 49 states and even, in
many cases, in Oregon?

If the answer is “‘no,” then there is
no basis to be concerned about this
bill—for this bill will not increase in-
vestigations or oversight into the dos-
ages of drugs used for pain relief, and
in fact instructs the DEA to be even
more sensitive to physicians’ need to
prescribe large doses of these drugs for
pain control.

If the answer is ‘‘yes,” then there is
a great need for this bill—because for
the first time it adds specific protec-
tions for doctors who prescribe con-
trolled substances for pain control—re-
sulting in a decrease in any ‘“‘chilling
effect’” that may exist under current
law.

Let me quote from the American
Medical Association:

The bill would not expand existing crimi-
nal penalties in the CSA for persons whose
unauthorized use of a controlled substance
leads to someone’s death. ... The bill
would not expand the DEA’s authority con-
cerning jurisdiction, investigations or en-
forcement regarding the CSA. In fact, the in-
clusion of a recognition of the ‘‘double ef-
fect” in the CSA provides physicians in all
jurisdictions an additional statutory protec-
tion in cases of alleged [physician-assisted
suicide]. The bill has the potential, through
its educational provisions, of sensitizing law
enforcement personnel to the multiple issues
of end-of-life care and prescribing.

It is noteworthy that although the
Justice Department expressed concern
about the portion of the bill that would
prevent the use of federally controlled
substances to assist suicide in Oregon,
it agrees that the bill would aid, and
not hinder, pain relief. In a letter dated
October 19,1999, the Justice Depart-
ment wrote that the bill “would elimi-
nate any ambiguity about the legality
of using controlled substances to al-
leviate the pain and suffering of the
terminally ill by reducing any per-
ceived threat of administrative and
criminal sanctions in this context. The
Department accordingly supports those
portions of [the bill] addressing pallia-
tive care.”

This bill makes it easier, not harder,
to use controlled substances to relieve
pain. That is why so many major med-
ical organizations, including the Na-
tional Hospice Organization, the Amer-
ican Academy of Pain Management and
the American Society of Anesthesiol-
ogists, as well as the AMA, strongly
support its enactment.

Some may wish to abolish the Con-
trolled Substances Act altogether.
They may think that the federal gov-
ernment’s longstanding insistence on
monitoring the distribution of these
powerful drugs is an unwarranted in-
trusion into medical practice. | dis-
agree with that stand, but at least it
can be understood as a consistent posi-
tion. What is untenable is the claim
that this particular bill, which clearly
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improves the law’s sensitivity to med-
ical judgments on pain control, some-
how mysteriously worsens that situa-
tion. Once we understand what the cur-
rent law is and what this bill does, that
claim simply does not make sense.

In short, the Pain Relief Promotion
Act will foster pain control. It will im-
prove existing law by adding signifi-
cant new legal protections for physi-
cians and pharmacists who prescribe
and dispense controlled substances for
pain control. It will reduce, and in no
way increase, any possible “‘chilling
effect” that could deter adequate pain
control. And by clarifying federal law
so the federal government will not fa-
cilitate the medical institutionaliza-
tion of assisted suicide in any state,
this legislation may help discourage
doctors from simply suggesting as-
sisted suicide instead of working to ad-
dress their patients’ real problems of
uncontrolled pain. As protectors of
public health and safety we should be
encouraging doctors to Kill the pain,
not the patient.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that the following two editorials
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, Nov. 4, 1999]
DON’T KILL THE PAIN-RELIEF BILL
(By Wesley J. Smith)

Last week, by a vote of 271-156, the House
approved the Pain Relief Promotion Act, de-
signed to promote effective medical treat-
ment of pain while deterring the misuse of
narcotics and other controlled substances for
assisted suicide. The bill’s passage prompted
an outpouring of hyperbole and misinforma-
tion from opponents. Here are the facts
about the act:

It would not outlaw assisted suicide, Crit-
ics accuse Congress of ‘‘overturning’” Or-
egon’s assisted-suicide referendum. Would
that it did. In fact, the act would outlaw
only the intentional use of controlled sub-
stances to cause death. Lethal substances
not controlled by federal drug regulations
could still be prescribed legally on Oregon
for use in assisted suicide.

It would not interfere with states’ rights.
Under the Controlled Substances Act the fed-
eral government, not the states, has the au-
thority to determine what is and is not a
proper medical use of the drugs specified in
the act. Thus, as an editorial in the (Port-
land) Oregonian noted, it is the Oregon law
that ‘“‘barges into an area of long-standing
federal jurisdiction.”” Thus passage of the act
would return national uniformity to the en-
forcement of federal drug laws.

It merely reaffirms existing federal law.
Because the act declares that assisted sui-
cide is not a ‘“legitimate medical purpose’’
under the Controlled Substances Act, critics
have wrongly accused supporters of granting
new authority to the Drug Enforcement
Agency to punish doctors. In fact, DEA has
had that authority for nearly 30 years. Since
1980 it has brought more than 250 enforce-
ment actions for violating the federal legal
standard of “‘legitimate medical purpose.”

The medical community overwhelmingly
favors it. Proponents of the bill include the
American Medical Association, the National
Hospice Organization, the Hospice Associa-
tion of America, the American Academy of
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Pain Management, the American Society of
Anesthesiologists and the American College
of Osteopathic Family Physicians. (True,
support isn’t unanimous. Dissent within the
medical community has been led by the
Rhode Island Medical Association.)

It has broad bipartisan support. Seventy-
one House Democrats voted for the bill, and
its Senate sponsors include Joe Lieberman
(D., Conn.), Chris Dodd (D., Conn.) and Evan
Bayh (D., Ind.).

It would enhance pain control. If the act
becomes law, pain control will for the first
time be specifically identified in federal law
as a proper use of controlled substances—
even if the use of pain-controlling drugs has
the unintended side effect of causing death.
That is a much-needed legal reform, because
many doctors fail to treat pain aggressively
because they fear the government’s second-
guessing. Several states have recently passed
similar laws, leading to dramatic increases
in the use of morphine and other palliative
medications.

The Pain Relief Promotion Act looks like-
ly to pass the Senate. If President Clinton
truly feels our pain, he will sign it the mo-
ment it hits his desk.

[From the Oregonian, July 1, 1999]
KiLL THE PAIN, NOT THE PATIENTS
CONGRESS SHOULD ALLOW DOCTORS TO USE CON-

TROLLED DRUGS FOR AGGRESSIVE PAIN

TREATMENT INSTEAD OF SUICIDE

It’s no secret to any reader of this space
that we oppose Oregon’s venture into physi-
cian-assisted suicide.

But last year, when the American Medical
Association and the National Hospice Orga-
nization came out against a bill in Congress
giving medical review boards the power to
deny or yank the federal drug-prescribing li-
cense to physicians who prescribed these
drugs to assist in suicides, we took their con-
cerns seriously.

The groups argued that the proposed law
could reverse recent advances in end-of-life
care. Doctors might become afraid to pre-
scribe drugs to manage pain and depression—
things that, when uncontrolled, can lead the
terminally ill to consider killing themselves
in the first place. We thought then that the
problem could be worked out and that it was
possible to keep doctors from using federally
controlled substances to kill their patients
without also preventing them from relieving
their terminally-ill patients’ agonies.

This Congress’s Pain Relief Promotion Act
proves it, and the proposed legislation comes
not a moment too soon. A new report by the
Center for Ethics in Health Care at Oregon
Health Sciences University shows that end-
of-life care in Oregon—which fancies itself a
leader in this area—is far from all it should
be. Too many Oregonians spend the last days
of their life in pain.

There’s no real need for that—and the Pain
Relief Promotion Act of 1999 would go a long
way toward addressing these systemic and
professional failures here and elsewhere. The
proposal would authorize federal health-care
agencies to promote an increased under-
standing of palliative care and to support
training programs for health professionals in
the best pain management practices. It
would also require the Agency for Health
Care Policy and Research to develop and
share scientific information on proper pallia-
tive care.

Further, the Pain Relief Promotion Act
would clarify the Controlled Substances Act
in two essential ways.

One, it makes clear that alleviating pain
and discomfort is an authorized and legiti-
mate medical purpose for the use of con-
trolled substances.

Two, the bill states that nothing in the
Controlled Substances Act authorizes the
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use of these drugs for assisted suicide or eu-
thanasia and that state laws allowing as-
sisted suicide or euthanasia are irrelevant in
determining whether a practitioner has vio-
lated the Controlled Substances Act.

Technically, of course, the bill does not
overturn Oregon’s so-called Death with Dig-
nity Act. But it would thwart it, for all prac-
tical purposes, because it makes it illegal for
Oregon doctors to engage in assisted suicide
using their federal drug-prescribing license.
Suicide’s advocates may think of some other
method, but none seems obvious.

Is this a federal intrusion on a state’s right
to allow physician-assisted suicide or eutha-
nasia?

To hear some recent converts to states’
right talk, you might think so. But you
could just as easily argue that Oregon’s as-
sisted suicide law intrudes on the federal do-
main. The feds have long had jurisdiction
over controlled substances, even as states
kept the power to regulate the way physi-
cians prescribe them. At best, it’s a gray
area.

You’ll recall that the Department of Jus-
tice declined to assert a federal interest in
all of this when it plausibly could have,
shortly after Oregon voters approved as-
sisted suicide. It’s probably better—and high
time—that Congress asserts that interest ex-
plicitly.

This act would establish a uniform na-
tional standard preventing the use of feder-
ally controlled drugs for assisted suicide.
That, in itself, should advance the national
debate on this subject in a more seemly way
than, say, the recent efforts of Dr. Jack
Kervorkian.

Beyond that, it’s high time that Congress
made clear that improved pain relief is a key
objective of our nation’s health-care institu-
tions and our Controlled Substances Act.
The Pain Relief Promotion Act will do all
this. No wonder the American Medical Asso-
ciation and the National Hospice Organiza-
tion are now on board.

PRISON CARD PROGRAM

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President | rise
today to talk about an important and
highly successful program operated for
more than 25 years by the Salvation
Army in conjunction with the Bureau
of Prisons. This program is called the
Prison Card Program. Under the pro-
gram, greeting cards are donated to the
Salvation Army that are then given to
inmates at correctional facilities
across the country. This program al-
lows inmates to keep in touch with
family and friends—not only during the
holiday season—but throughout the
year. The benefits of this program to
the inmates and their loved ones are
clear. However, there are also benefits
to the community as well. Inmates who
maintain strong ties with their fami-
lies and friends are less likely to return
to prison once their sentence is com-
pleted.

I want to commend the Salvation
Army, the Department of Justice, and
the Bureau of Prisons for supporting
this program. In particular, | want the
Department to know that this program
has the support of Congress. | have spo-
ken to Chairman GREGG, who has indi-
cated that he is prepared to work with
me and other supporters of the pro-
gram in the coming months to ensure
that this important charitable program
is sustained well into the future.
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THE CARIBBEAN BASIN INITIATIVE
AND THE IMPACT ON TRADE
WITH ISRAEL

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President. |
would like to alert my colleagues to an
issue raised by H.R. 434, the African
Growth and Opportunity Act and the
Caribbean Basin Initiative, regarding
trade with Israel under the U.S.-Israel
Free Trade Area Agreement. Notwith-
standing our free-trade agreement with
Israel, the CBI provisions of this legis-
lation would unfairly discriminate
against U.S. imports from Israel.

Under that legislation, most U.S.
textile products made with Israeli in-
puts, such as yarn, fabric or thread,
would not be eligible for duty free
treatment when assembled into apparel
in the Caribbean. To illustrate the con-
trast with current law, today, if a U.S.
company uses lIsraeli yarn in manufac-
turing fabric, the products made from
such fabric would be eligible for CBI
benefits. The trade bill creates a uni-
lateral change from the status quo in
our trade with Israel and a major bar-
rier to U.S. companies using Israeli-or-

igin inputs.
I would like to submit for the
RECORD a letter from the Economic

Minister of the Israeli Embassy that
was sent to each of the Members of the
Senate Finance Committee urging Con-
gress to treat Israeli inputs on par with
U.S. inputs in this trade legislation. |
ask unanimous consent that letter be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

EMBASSY OF ISRAEL,
Washington, DC, June 15, 1999.

DEAR SENATOR: | am writing to you, as
well other members of the Committee on Fi-
nance, to ask for your support during the
Committee’s mark-up of the U.S.-Caribbean
Basin Trade Enhancement Act (also known
as the ““CBI”’ trade parity bill) to ensure that
it does not impose an economic barrier
against U.S. imports of Israeli-origin inputs,
such as yarn, fabric or thread, under the
U.S.-Israel Free Trade Area Agreement
(“FTAA™).

My Government urges the inclusion of a
provision in the CBI legislation that will en-
able U.S. companies to continue utilizing
Israeli-origin inputs in producing American-
made products without making such prod-
ucts ineligible for CBI duty-free trade
prefrences.

The current CBI trade program provides
preferential tariff treatment to apparel made
from U.S.-formed components that are fin-
ished in a CBl-eligible country. Currently
such components may be cut from fabric, or
formed from yarn, originating either in the
United States or Israel. The legislation be-
fore the Committee incorporates a U.S.-only
fabric and thread forward rule of origin. The
CBI bill recently approved by the House
Ways and Means Committee also incor-
porates a U.S.-only ‘“‘yarn forward’ require-
ment for knit-to-shape products. Either bill
in its current form would adversely affect
Israeli exports to the United States. Market
conditions would all but require U.S. compa-
nies to halt imports of Israeli inputs so as
not to disqualify their products from the
duty-free trade preference to be extended
unilaterally to CBIl-eligible countries. The
loss of sales to the U.S. market would harm
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both Israeli companies and U.S. companies
that supply raw materials used in the manu-
facture of Israeli inputs, such as nylon yarn.

I am bringing this matter to your atten-
tion because the legislation to be considered
by the Finance Committee should not dam-
age U.S.-Israeli trade. Protecting against
such harm can be accomplished by providing
in the legislation that Israeli-origin inputs
will, for purposes of CBI preferences, be
treated no less favorably than U.S. inputs.
Such a provision would ensure that restric-
tive consequences of the proposed legislation
would not adversely affect U.S.-Israeli trade.

The legislative measure that we are asking
you to support is consistent with previous
trade measures approved by your Committee
and enacted into U.S. law to preserve U.S.-
Israeli trade under the FTAA. Such a provi-
sion would preserve the status quo in U.S.-
Israeli trade, a goal that has been endorsed
previously on a number of occasions by the
Committee. It is not intended to create any
new benefit for Israeli products.

In sum, our objective is to ensure that the
CBI trade bill does not withdraw the prac-
tical benefits of the U.S.-Israel Free Trade
Area Agreement and our mutual goal of ex-
panding bilateral trade. I would very much
welcome the opportunity to review this issue
with you.

Sincerely,
OHAD MARANI,
Economic Minister.

Mr. JOHNSON. | do not think that it
is the intent of the CBI legislation to
undermine our trade with lIsrael. Pre-
serving our existing trade with Israel
will not in any way lessen the trade
benefits we extend to the CBI coun-
tries. And it is critically important
that we consider our existing trade
agreement with Israel as we develop
further trade measures. | urge my col-
leagues to address this issue as this bill
moves forward, so that we do not preju-
dice our trade with Israel under the
U.S.-Israel Free Trade Area Agree-
ment.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE
REPORT

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, at
the time Senate Report No. 623 was
filed, the Congressional Budget Office
report was not available. | ask unani-
mous consent that the report which is
now available be printed in the CoN-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, November 10, 1999.
Hon. FRANK H. MURKOWSKI,
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Natural
Resources,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional
Budget Office has prepared the enclosed cost
estimate for S. 623, the Dakota Water Re-
sources Act of 1999.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.
The CBO staff contacts are Megan Carroll
(for federal costs), and Marjorie Miller (for
the impact on state, local, and tribal govern-
ments).

Sincerely,
BARRY B. ANDERSON,
(For Dan L. Crippen, Director).
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Enclosure.
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE
S. 623—Dakota Water Resources Act of 1999
SUMMARY

CVO estimates the implementing S. 623
would cost $131 million over the 2000-2004 pe-
riod, assuming appropriation of the nec-
essary amounts. Starting in fiscal year 2002,
S. 623 would affect direct spending; therefore,
pay-as-you-go procedures would apply. CBO
estimates, however, that changes in direct
spending would not become significant until
2007. S. 623 contains no intergovernmental or
private-sector mandates as defined in the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA).
The state of North Dakota and local govern-
ments in that state would probably incur
some costs as a result of the bill’s enact-
ment, but these costs would be voluntary.

S. 623 would amend the existing authority
for construction of the Garrison Diversion
Unit (GDU) of the Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin
Program, administered by the Bureau of
Reclamation (the Bureau). S. 623 would au-
thorize the appropriation of about $688 mil-
lion (in 1999 dollars) for the Bureau to com-
plete the GDU. Adjusting for anticipated
cost growth, CBO estimates that imple-
menting this legislation would require the
appropriation of $793 million over the 2000-
2017 period. Most of the outlays from such
funding would occur after 2004. We estimate
that enacting the bill would reduce offset-
ting receipts (a credit against direct spend-
ing) by less than $200,000 a year between 2002
and 2006, but would result in increased offset-
ting receipts of about $7 million a year start-
ing in 2007.

ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

The estimated budgetary impact on S. 623
over the next five years is shown in the fol-
lowing table. The costs of this legislation
fall within budget function 300 (natural re-
sources and environment).

By Fiscal Year, in Millions of Dollars

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004
CHANGES IN SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION !
Estimated Author-
ization Level ... 0 24 33 47 31
Estimated Outlays 0 16 21 41 47

1Most of the costs of implementing S. 623 would occur after 2004. In
addition, to the bill's discretionary costs, it would increase direct spending
by less than $200,000 a year over the 20002004 period. (That estimated
annual effect would continue through 2006, but S. 623 would reduce direct
spending by about $7 million a year after 2006).

Assuming appropriation of the necessary
funds, CBO estimates that implementing S.
623 would cost $131 million over the 2000-2004
period, $450 million over the 2000-2009 period,
and $793 million over the 2000-2018 period.
Initially, the bill would have no significant
impact on direct spending, but after 2006, S.
623 would increase offsetting receipts by
about $7 million a year.

BASIS OF ESTIMATE

Estimates of funds needed to meet design
and construction schedules were provided by
the Bureau. CBO adjusted those estimates to
reflect anticipated cost growth during the
construction period, as authorized by the
bill. For purposes of this estimate, CBO as-
sumes that S. 623 will be enacted during fis-
cal year 2000 and that the authorized
amounts will be appropriated. Estimates of
outlays are based on historical spending pat-
terns for similar projects.

SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION

Red River Valley Water Supply Project.—
S. 623 would authorize the appropriation of
$200 million (in 1999 dollars) for the Bureau
to construct facilities to meet the water
quality and quantity needs of the Red River
Valley. Based on information from the Bu-
reau, CBO expects that construction would
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begin during fiscal year 2004 and would be
substantially completed in 2007. Assuming
appropriation of the necessary amounts, CBO
estimates that design and initial construc-
tion would about $75 million over the 2000-
2004 period.

Municipal, Rural, and Industrial Water
Systems.—The bill also would authorize the
appropriation of $200 million (in 1999 dollars)
for the Bureau to make grants to North Da-
kota to construct municipal, rural, and in-
dustrial water systems. The bill would au-
thorize the appropriation of an additional
$200 million (in 1999 dollars) for the Bureau
to construct, operate, and maintain, on a
nonreimbursable basis, municipal, rural, and
industrial water systems on certain Indian
reservations. CBO estimates that imple-
menting both of these provisions would cost
about $45 million between 2000 and 2004.

Operation and Maintenance.—During con-
struction of the Red River Valley Water Sup-
ply Project, operation and maintenance
costs of the GDU would be covered by using
funds appropriated for construction. Once
the facility is completed in 2007, S. 623 would
authorize the appropriation of amounts nec-
essary for the Bureau to operate and main-
tain a certain portion of the facility. Based
on information from the Bureau, CBO ex-
pects the facility to be put into use in 2007.
At that time, we estimate that an additional
appropriation of about $3 million would be
required each year for operation and mainte-
nance.

S. 623 also would authorize the appropria-
tion of additional amounts necessary for the
operation and maintenance of wildlife miti-
gation and enhancement facilities, including
wildlife refuges. Based on information from
the Bureau, CBO estimates this work would
cost about $1 million annually starting in
2001.

Natural Resources Trust.—S. 623 would au-
thorize the appropriation of $25 million for
the Secretary of the Interior to make annual
contributions to the Natural Resources
Trust, a nonfederal corporation (currently
known as the Wetlands Trust). The amount
to be contributed in any fiscal year would
equal 5 percent of the amount appropriated
in that year for the Red River Valley Water
Supply Project and for non-Indian munic-
ipal, rural, and industrial water supply sys-
tems. CBO estimates this provision would
cost $6 million between 2000 and 2004.

Recreational Projects.—The bill would au-
thorize the appropriation of $6.5 million for
the Bureau to construct, operate, and main-
tain new recreational facilities, provided
that the Secretary of the Interior has en-
tered into agreements with nonfederal enti-
ties to provide half of the cost of operating
and maintaining any such facilities. CBO es-
timates that implementing this provision
would cost about $1 million between 2000 and
2004.

Oakes Test Area Title Transfer.—S. 623
would authorize the Secretary to convey the
Oakes Test Area, an experimental irrigation
facility in North Dakota, to the local
irrigators. The Bureau currently spends less
than $200,000 annually to operate and main-
tain the facility. These amounts are subject
to appropriation and are reimbursed by users
of the facility. Reimbursements are depos-
ited in the Treasury as offsetting receipts
and are unavailable for spending without ap-
propriation action. Based on information
from the Bureau. CBO expects that the title
transfer would occur during fiscal year 2002.
Starting in that year, this provision would
yield annual discretionary savings of less
than $200,000.

DIRECT SPENDING

Offsetting Receipts from Repayment Con-
tracts.—Under current law, the GDU water
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supply features are not expected to be put
into service, and thus will not generate off-
setting receipts from repayment contracts.
According to the Bureau, under S. 623 the
unit would be placed into service during 2007
and the agency would start to collect repay-
ments from project beneficiaries in that
year. Repayments would be deposited in the
Treasury as offsetting receipts and would be
unavailable for spending without appropria-
tion. CBO estimates that these receipts
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would total about $7 million a year starting
in 2007.

Oakes Test Area Title Transfer.—CBO esti-
mates that under the bill, the Secretary
would transfer ownership of the Oakes Test
Area to local users in 2002. This transfer
would reduce offsetting receipts that are col-
lected from irrigators under current law to
reimburse the Bureau for operating costs.
Thus, CBO estimates that this provision
would reduce offsetting receipts by less than
$200,000 a year starting in 2002.
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Pay-as-you-go considerations: The Bal-
anced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control
Act sets up pay-as-you-go procedures for leg-
islation affecting direct spending or receipts.
The net changes in outlays that are subject
to pay-as-you-go procedures are shown in the
following table. For the purposes of enforc-
ing pay-as-you-go procedures, only the ef-
fects in the budget year and the succeeding
four years are counted.

By Fiscal Year, in Millions of Dollars

2000

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Changes in outlays

Changes in receipts

0 0 0 0 0 0 -7 -7 -7
Not applicable

Estimated impact on state, local, and trib-
al governments: S. 623 contains no intergov-
ernmental mandates as defined in UMRA.
Under current law, and under the amend-
ments made by this bill, the state of North
Dakota and local governments in that state
would provide some of the funds necessary to
construct and to operate and maintain the
authorized facilities. All such spending
would be a condition of federal assistance
and would be voluntary.

Estimated impact on the private sector:
This bill would impose no new private-sector
mandates as defined in UMRA.

Estimate prepared by: Federal Costs:
Megan Carroll; Impact on State, Local, and
Tribal Governments: Marjorie Miller.

Estimate approved by: Peter H. Fontaine,
Deputy Assistant Director for Budget Anal-
ysis.

THE VERY BAD DEBT BOXSCORE

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, at the
close of business yesterday, Wednes-
day, November 17, 1999, the Federal
debt stood at $5,690,918,151,426.47 (Five
trillion, six hundred ninety billion,
nine hundred eighteen million, one
hundred fifty-one thousand, four hun-
dred twenty-six dollars and forty-seven
cents).

One year ago, November 17, 1998, the
Federal debt stood at $5,586,021,000,000
(Five trillion, five hundred eighty-six
billion, twenty-one million).

Five years ago, November 17, 1994,
the Federal debt stood at
$4,752,752,000,000 (Four trillion, seven
hundred fifty-two billion, seven hun-
dred fifty-two million).

Ten years ago, November 17, 1989, the
Federal debt stood at $2,918,126,000,000
(Two trillion, nine hundred eighteen
billion, one hundred twenty-six mil-
lion) which reflects a doubling of the
debt—an increase of almost $3 tril-
lion—$2,772,792,151,426.47 (Two trillion,
seven hundred seventy-two billion,
seven hundred ninety-two million, one
hundred fifty-one thousand, four hun-
dred twenty-six dollars and forty-seven
cents) during the past 10 years.

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, |
thank the Chair.

Madam President, what is the matter
before the Senate?

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pe-
riod for morning business has expired.
The normal business before the Senate
would be the bankruptcy bill.

Mr. BYRD. | thank the Chair.

Madam President, | ask unanimous
consent to speak out of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

HAPPY BIRTHDAY WISHES FOR
THE HON. TED STEVENS

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, | want
to call attention to the fact that today,
November 18, 1999, is the birthday of
the very distinguished chairman of the
Senate Appropriations Committee, my
friend. | would like to say lifelong
friend; | just haven’t had the pleasure
of knowing him all of my life. The day
after tomorrow, | will be 82 years old,
if the Lord lets me live. So | can’t say
he is my lifelong friend, but he has
been my friend over all the years he
has served in the Senate.

I wish him a happy, happy birthday.
He is a Senator who doesn’t look up to
the rich. He doesn’t look down on the
poor. He is a good man on the inside
and on the outside. And he is a man
who sticks by his principles.

He is a Republican. | am a Democrat.
But neither he nor | puts political
party above everything else. We know
that political party is important, but
there are other things in this life that
are even more important. He recog-
nizes that. His handclasp is like the
handclasp of our ancestors. His word is
his bond, as was the word of our ances-
tors.

I could say much more. | will simply
say he is a Christian gentleman, a gen-
tleman first, last, and always. My wife
Erma and | extend to him our very best
wishes on his birthday and our prayers
and hopes that he will enjoy many,
many more happy birthdays.

He is rendering a tremendous service
to his country and to his State. | hope
the people of Alaska realize what a
treasure this man is. He works for
Alaska every day in the Senate. We
know that. He is effective. He is force-
ful. He is genuine.

Erma and | join in wishing him a
happy birthday and expressing our

good wishes also to his lovely wife,
Catherine, and to his children.

| yield to the distinguished majority
leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, | thank
Senator BYRD for yielding me the time.
I join in wishing a very happy birthday
to our friend from Alaska. He makes
the Senate a better place. He keeps us
lively. He works hard. He makes sure
we get our job done, and he does it with
a lot of alacrity sometimes. He will get
right up in your face and make sure
you understand. That helps to clear the
subject up in many instances.

He is a great guy. | am honored to be
able to serve in this institution with
the great Senator from Alaska who
does so much for our country and cer-
tainly for his State of Alaska. | will
not tell his wife, the lovely, charming
wife to whom he is married, what his
age is today because | assume she
doesn’t know what his actual age is.
We will keep that a secret. But happy
birthday to our great friend.

Mr. DASCHLE. Will the majority
leader yield because | think this is the
most appropriate time to add my wish-
es as well.

Mr. LOTT. | am happy to yield.

Mr. DASCHLE. | wish to identify
with the warm and generous remarks
made by the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from West Virginia. | agree en-
tirely with his comments and with the
views he has expressed. | think he and
| speak for our caucuses in our admira-
tion collectively for the Senator from
Alaska. We may not always agree, but
there isn’t anyone who cares more
deeply about this institution, about his
State, and represents himself more ef-
fectively on the Senate floor and with
his colleagues than the Senator from
Alaska.

It is an honor for me to be one of
those who have had the good fortune of
working with him. | respect him im-
mensely, and |, too, join in wishing
him the happiest of birthdays. |
wouldn’t be surprised at all if Cath-
erine knows exactly how old he is
today.
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MAKING FURTHER CONTINUING
APPROPRIATIONS

MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, | ask
unanimous consent the Senate now
proceed to the short-term continuing
resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, | speak on
behalf of 11 million Americans, at
least, many of them residents of the
State of Alaska. We haven’t solved the
satellite home viewer matter. | don’t
see why we can’t. It is very simple. All
we have to do is put that loan guar-
antee in, which is very simple. If there
are any wrinkles, they can easily be
worked out. It makes no sense for us to
go home without passing the loan guar-
antee provision so that the satellite
viewers can rest assured and so that
those who are going to put up satellites
and develop satellites for local-to-local
coverage are able to do so. | cannot un-
derstand, on behalf of those 11 million
Americans who can’t understand, why
in the world we don’t do something
that is pretty simple.

Mr. LOTT. Will the Senator yield to
me to respond?

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, | re-
serve the right to object.

Mr. LOTT. | have not propounded a
unanimous consent request other than
to proceed to the short-term con-
tinuing resolution so that Senator
BYRD may begin to discuss an issue of
concern to a number of Senators. | in-
tended to talk to the Senator from
Montana and others about trying to
enter into an agreement with regard to
time.

On the issue to which he referred, |
think it is very important that we do
take action in this final bill we will be
taking up in the next day or so, or
today, that will make sure the satellite
bill is passed so that people across this
country will continue to receive serv-
ice from the networks on their tele-
vision sets in the future in order to
have this so-called local-to-local serv-
ice where you get your local station on
your local satellite. We are going to
have to have some process, some way
to get that service into rural areas and
smaller areas such as those in Mon-
tana, Alaska, and in Mississippi. | am
committed to getting that done. So is
the Senator from Alaska, Mr. STEVENS.
We are going to get that done.

We are going to have to have a very
carefully thought out loan guarantee
system that will get the satellites up,
to get the towers that are necessary to
make sure that that is done. The prob-
lem we have, as with so many other
issues we have been dealing with in the
last week, is getting all of that done in
the last few hours to make sure we get
it done right without the whole process
being held up as we go forward.

I will talk to the Senator privately,
but he has my assurances—Senator

Is there
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DAscHLE and | will put a colloquy in
the RECORD—that we are going to get
this done. We are going to get it done
early next year. If there are dilatory
tactics, we will have a bill that has
been carefully massaged by all of the
relevant committees, not just one. We
will either get it done straight up or we
will look for another vehicle. This is
something to which we are committed,
to which I am committed, and | know
the Senator from Alaska is committed.

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. LOTT. | believe the Senator from
Montana—

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, |
yield to the Senator from Alaska with-
out losing my rights to the floor.

Mr. STEVENS. 1| certainly won’t
make a long statement. | still am very
committed to the loan guarantee provi-
sions that were in the Satellite Home
Viewer Act. But | am also convinced
that we would have a period of time to
get the regulations ready to proceed
with that guarantee program. It would
take roughly 6, 7 months.

I am going to ask the FCC to start
preparing those regulations now. We
have the commitment that we will
have a loan guarantee bill before us,
and we will be voting on it sometime in
April. We will not delay the loan guar-
antee program for rural America by
what we have done. | was assured of
that, and | am assured in my own mind
that it will work. We will be right on
time by the time we get this bill.

We have a commitment coming that
we will either have an improved au-
thorization for a loan guarantee or we
will vote what was in the bill we took
out last night. | urge my friend to un-
derstand that we have not abandoned
the loan guarantee program. Coming
from where | do, | would never abandon
it.

When | came to the Senate, the Army
ran the communications system of
Alaska; the U.S. Government owned all
of the telephones in Alaska. Now, when
you look at the distance we have come
in a relatively short time of my service
in the Senate, we are going to do the
same thing with satellite communica-
tions in a very short period of time, in
a new way, consistent with private en-
terprise, on a guarantee program rath-
er than a Government loan program.

We need to have certainty to what we
are doing. | know it will take a long
time to get the regulations ready. We
did not agree to delaying the loan
guarantee program last night; we de-
layed the authorization for it, and we
will have that authorization by April
of next year.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, | hear my
good friend from Alaska and the major-
ity leader. They have States that have
the same concerns as do we. Not for a
moment do | doubt the intentions of
both of the Senators. They are two of
the most honorable men | have had the
pleasure to know. They are wonderful
people.
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But | also know how the Senate oper-
ates. | also know that the best inten-
tions often don’t materialize and some-
thing happens. | also know that some
of the regulations | suspect the Sen-
ator talked about—it is a lot easier for
the FCC to write regulations than not
knowing in the abstract what the regu-
lations are. | don’t know what they can
really do that is substantive or effec-
tive in the next several months, or
whatever it takes.

| also know that the only objection
to us proceeding really is one Senator
who, for some reason, thinks he should
have jurisdiction over this. It is an “‘in-
side baseball’’ objection. It is not a
substantive objection in any great way.

I also know there is a lot in this om-
nibus bill that was written pretty
quickly, where many minds got to-
gether to get something done. | also
know that necessity is the motherhood
of invention. If we want to do this, we
will find a way to get it in.

I am suggesting that a vast majority
of Members of this body want to do it.
I suggest that 90 percent want to do it.
There is an objection not based on sub-
stance but based on another reason.

I very much appreciate the desire of
the Senator from West Virginia to
speak. But I might say that my object-
ing to proceeding here does not deprive
the Senator from speaking. He will find
ample opportunity, and | support his
right to be able to speak. This is so
black and white, so much of a no-
brainer, and there are millions of
Americans in rural America who want
this thing, and there is so little reason
not to do it.

So | will object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The majority leader has the floor.

Mr. LOTT. Madam President, | yield
the floor. | believe the Senator from
West Virginia was prepared to proceed
to discuss his issue. | think he probably
will do that. We will see what might be
done to address concerns Senators may
have, and we will be back later.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, |
checked with my office. TEA 21, the
highway bill, had a loan guarantee pro-
gram. It took 16 months for the regula-
tions to be drawn before there was one
guarantee made. We have the process
to be started on the Satellite Home
Viewer Act to create regulations for a
new loan guarantee program, and | said
it could be done in 6 months. My staff
tells me | was very conservative; it will
take much longer than that. We will
have the law for authorizing the loan
guarantee done by the end of April.

| do not believe that those who agree
with me that there should be a loan
guarantee program should be worried
about the deletion of that authoriza-
tion now. The problem on the loan
guarantee program is to commence the
drafting and, really, the presentation
of the new program. It will be entirely
new. It is not similar to any conduct of
a loan guarantee program in history.
So it will take a considerable amount
of time.
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| want the RECORD to note there is no
reason to oppose this bill and particu-
larly to oppose this continuing resolu-
tion on the basis of the deletion of the
loan guarantee program from the Sat-
ellite Home Bureau Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia is recognized.

MOUNTAINTOP MINING

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, in the
rush to complete work on an omnibus
appropriations bill that will attract
enough votes to pass both Chambers of
Congress without incurring a veto from
the White House, a number of impor-
tant measures that should have been in
the conference report have ended up on
the cutting room floor. One of those
issues is mountaintop mining.

I am extremely disappointed at the
shortsightedness of the White House,
as well as some Members of Congress,
on this issue. We had a chance on the
omnibus package to right a wrong, to
remedy the crisis in West Virginia’s
coal fields that was triggered by a re-
cent Federal court ruling. But the
White House blocked that effort, lead-
ing the charge to exclude the proposed
legislative remedy from the omnibus
bill. As a result, thousands of coal min-
ers in West Virginia, and throughout
Appalachia, are facing a bleak and un-
certain future.

Particularly troubling to me is that
the ammunition used to defeat this
proposal, the ammunition used to keep
it out of the omnibus package, was, in
large part, a campaign of misinforma-
tion, led by the White House.

My proposal is not antienvironment.
The White House would have you be-
lieve otherwise. My proposal would not
weaken or in any way alter the Clean
Water Act. Let the White House hear!
The White House would have the people
believe otherwise. Let me say it again.
This amendment which is cosponsored
by Mr. McCONNELL, the senior Senator
from Kentucky; Mr. ROCKEFELLER, the
junior Senator from West Virginia; and
Mr. BUNNING, the junior Senator from
Kentucky, would not weaken or in any
way alter, modify, change, repeal,
amend, or undermine the Clean Water
Act.

I know the White House has tried to
mislead people into believing that it
would. It would not. Fie on the White
House! fie for attempting to mislead
the people. Now, one can honestly be-
lieve what he is saying and can mislead
or one can mislead with the intention
of misleading.

All the Byrd-McConnell amendment
would do is preserve the status quo
until an environmental impact assess-
ment, which is already underway, is
completed and regulations resulting
from it are issued. That environmental
impact assessment was not put in mo-
tion by the White House; it was put in
motion by a court action last Decem-
ber.

No laws would be weakened by the
Byrd-McConnell amendment. No regu-
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lations would be discarded. The legisla-
tive remedy that is proposed by this
amendment is not an either/or propo-
sition. This amendment would permit
carefully controlled mountaintop min-
ing while allowing work to continue on
a broad environmental study that
could spur better oversight and more
environmentally friendly mining prac-
tices nationally in the years ahead. In
my book, that is a win/win situation.

This mountaintop mining proposal is
an effort to stand up for America’s coal
miners—and the railway workers, and
the truckers, and the suppliers, and all
who are involved directly or indirectly
with mining. This proposal is an effort
to stand up for the coal miners and the
hundreds of thousands of jobs and the
scores of other industries they support.
Allowing this opportunity to slip
through our fingers would be a griev-
ous mistake.

We can’t control what the people at
the other end of Pennsylvania Avenue
say. We can’t control how they treat
America’s coal miners. But we can
speak up for what we believe here in
the Senate. We can send our message
to the White House.

To get that message across, | hope to
offer an amendment. | could speak at
length on the omnibus appropriations
bill when it comes before the Senate.
We could be here another week. We
could be here another 2 weeks.

They say time is running out for the
continuing resolution. Madam Presi-
dent, time is running out for the coal
miners and their families, and for the
retired coal miners, and their wives, or
their widows, and their families. Time
is running out for them. The President
wants this Appropriations Bill sent to
him, in Greece. Indeed! What are we
going to send to the coal miners who
have been working for this country be-
fore he was born? What are we going to
send them?

I have seriously considered this mat-
ter. This issue merits the time and the
attention of Congress. | am prepared to
give it some time.

I don’t want to hold this measure up
interminably. | want to see action on
it. | want to vote. | want to vote on
this amendment—the Byrd, McConnell,

Rockefeller, Bunning, et al. amend-
ment.
So, | take these few moments to

speak the truth, to try to set the
record straight on the impact of this
amendment, of which | am the chief co-
sponsor, and to give this body, and
hopefully the other body, one more
chance this year to protect the jobs
and the livelihoods of thousands of
working men and women in West Vir-
ginia and throughout America, and to
give the White House one more chance
to reverse its current position and pro-
tect the jobs of the coal miners.

We are not just talking about coal
miners; we are also talking about the
coal industry; we are talking about
other laborers—the truckers, the rail-
way operators, the barge operators who
go up and down the Ohio and other riv-
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ers. It isn’t just the coal miners union
that is concerned. The AFL-CIO is con-
cerned. Take another look! Take an-
other look at those who are opposed
and who work against legislation that
will benefit the working men and
women of America.

On October 20, a Federal district
court in West Virginia issued an opin-
ion in a lawsuit involving Federal regu-
latory agencies that virtually set off
an explosion in the coal fields. Mining
companies immediately announced
that there would be hundreds of coal
miners who would be cut off, and new
mines which were in the plans by com-
panies to be built, would be scuttled.

In some instances, a new mine costs
$50 million; it costs $75 million in some
instances; and in some instances it
costs $90 million, or more, to open a
new mine. What mining company is
going to invest $90 million in a new
mine when the Federal judge issues a
ruling such as this? There is no pre-
dictability at all in the future.

Before the court issued its opinion,
as part of a settlement the mining in-
dustry in West Virginia was operating
under two memoranda of under-
standing—two memoranda of under-
standing that had been agreed upon.
Hear this: Two memoranda of under-
standing. | didn’t have anything to do
with those memoranda of under-
standing. Who agreed? Who entered
into agreements concerning mountain-
top mining? Who entered into agree-
ments concerning mountaintop min-
ing? Who entered into the memoranda
of understanding? These were agreed
upon by the Federal and State regu-
latory agencies. Hear me now! These
were entered into and agreed upon by
the regulatory agencies—both State
and Federal—that oversee mining per-
mits.

What are those agencies that entered
into this agreement? The Federal Of-
fice of Surface Mining, the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, and the State Divi-
sion of Environmental Protection, the
Environmental Protection Agency.
These are this administration’s regu-
latory agencies. This administration’s
regulatory agencies entered into those
agreements.

Let me say that again. Hear me.

Who entered into those regulations?
Who were the parties to those agree-
ments? This administration’s regu-
latory agencies, the EPA, the Army
Corps of Engineers, the Department of
the Interior through the Office of Sur-
face Mining, and the West Virginia Di-
vision of Environmental Protection—
Federal and State agencies—created
these agreements, devised these memo-
randa of understanding. They weren’t
created by me. The administration’s
own Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, the great Federal protector of our
land, water, and air, helped to write
and signed onto these memoranda of
understanding.

Do you, my friends, really believe
that the EPA signed agreements that
weakened environmental protections?
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Let me say to the White House: Do
you believe that your own Environ-
mental Protection Agency signed onto
agreements that weakened environ-
mental protections? No. No. These
memoranda of understanding—called
MOUs—put into place stronger envi-
ronmental protections in West Vir-
ginia.

Listen to this: These MOUs put into
place stronger—get it, now—stronger
environmental protections and regula-
tions in West Virginia than exist in
any other State in the Union. Hear me,
environmentalists; you ought to be
fighting for this amendment. You
ought to be urging us on in our fight
for this amendment. | am an environ-
mentalist. Who was the majority lead-
er of the Senate when SMCRA was
passed in this body, the Surface Mining
Control and Reclamation Act? Who was
the majority leader of the Senate then?
Who stood up for you environmental-
ists then?

West Virginia at one time was the
only State in the United States that
had no wildlife refuge. | put money in
Appropriations bills, to bring the first
wildlife refuge to West Virginia, the
last State among the 50 that got a
wildlife refuge. Hear me, environ-
mentalists. Who put the money in for
the Canaan Valley Wildlife Refuge—
that West Virginia refuge was the 500th
in the nation? | did.

I am an environmentalist. Who put
the $138 million in for the fish and
wildlife’s national conservation and
training facilities at Terrapin Neck,
three miles out of Shepherdstown, WV?
Who fought 5 years in the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee for that $138
million? Who fought for it in the
House-Senate conferences? This Sen-
ator; this environmentalist fought for
it.

Nobody wants a cleaner environment
than | do. But | hope | also have some
common sense. We know that in West
Virginia the great core industries have
fueled the powerplants of the Nation,
have fueled the war machine of the Na-
tion. The coal industry, the steel in-
dustry, the glass industry, the chem-
ical industry, these and other core in-
dustries have employed hundreds of
people in West Virginia. The core in-
dustries are still there, but they are di-
minishing. There were 125,000 coal min-
ers in West Virginia when 1 first ran
for the House of Representatives in
1952. Today, there are only 20,000, give
or take, in West Virginia.

These core industries cannot always
be what they once were. But there are
those who want coal mining stopped
now. They want it stopped tonight.
They want it stopped tomorrow. Shut
it down! That is what they want. But
we can’t do that. It can’t be done over-
night. People have to work. Children
have to eat. Widows have to live. We
have to continue to operate the mines.
We are trying to develop other indus-
tries in West Virginia—high-tech in-
dustries. | have tried to encourage Fed-
eral agencies to look to West Virginia
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for a better quality of life, for a safer
life, where the people who work can at
last buy a home, where people want to
work and will turn in a good day’s
work.

We are trying to diversify our indus-
tries. It takes time. | have put appro-
priations into the corridor highways of
West Virginia, so that other industries
will be encouraged to come into West
Virginia and to expand. They won’t
come where there are bad roads. They
need an infrastructure that will sup-
port their industries and their people.
It takes time. It can’t be done over-
night. Those environmentalists who
want it done overnight, it can’t be done
overnight.

Those MOUs established stronger en-
vironmental protections and regula-
tions in West Virginia than exist in
any other State in the Nation, bar
none. | say to the Administration, your
own regulatory agencies agreed and
worked out those regulations, and now
you, the White House, want to turn
your back on your own environmental
agency, on your own Army Corps of En-
gineers, on your own Office of Surface
Mining.

Peter heard the cock crow three
times, and then he hung his head in
shame. He denied his Lord thrice and
then hung his own head in shame and
walked away.

White House,
shame!

But the court’s opinion, throw all
these things out the window. The
MOUs, the agreements that have been
entered into by this administration’s
regulatory agencies, are all thrown out
the window. The court ruled that the
way in which the agencies were oper-
ating did not follow the letter and in-
tent of the law.

Hear that. | helped to create those
laws. | supported the Clean Water Act.
I supported the Surface Mining and
Control Reclamation Act. | supported
it. But the court ruled that the way in
which these agencies were operating
did not follow the letter of the law and
intent of the law.

Congress passed the law. The court
disagreed with the way in which the
Federal regulatory agencies and the
State regulatory agency interpreted
the law. But the court was wrong.
There are 20,000 miners, 20,000 voices
that come from the coal fields who say
that the court was wrong. Its decision
was completely contrary to the intent
of Congress in passing those two laws,
the Clean Water Act and the Surface
Mining and Control and Reclamation
Act.

While | disagree with the court, the
ball is here. It is in our court now be-
cause the judge in his ruling said if ap-
plication of Federal regulation pre-
vents certain activities in the Appa-
lachian coal fields ‘it is up to Con-
gress.” That is this body and the other
body. He said ... “it is up to Con-
gress’’—and the legislature—‘‘to alter
that result.”

So we have accepted the responsi-
bility. The judge said it is up to Con-

hang your head in
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gress. We, who are supporting this
amendment, have accepted that re-
sponsibility and we are trying to do
something about it. We are being im-
peded and we are being undercut by the
White House, by my own White House.

Almost immediately after the judge
issued his ruling, confusion reigned.
There was chaos in the coal fields. Lay-
off notices went out. Mining companies
announced that they might not make
significant investments in the State
that had long ago been planned. That is
real money that has to be spent. Those
are real risks they take on. As a result
of the court ruling, coal companies,
truckers, barge operators, railroads—
none of them had any certainty that
the investments they might make
today would be justifiable tomorrow.

Some say, it’s just a West Virginia
problem. You tell the people of Ken-
tucky that. Tell the people of Pennsyl-
vania that. Too bad for West Virginia.
But | am here to say to my colleagues
it is a national problem. Look out.
Look out. That cloud that is over West
Virginia is headed your way next, Ken-
tucky. And MITCH MCCONNELL knows
that. That is why he is a cosponsor of
this amendment. That cloud just over
the border, that cloud is just over the
horizon in West Virginia. You will be
next. And they know it. Look out, it is
coming your way next. But if you want
to head it off, the opportunity is here
with this amendment. This is the time
to head off this dragon. Beat it back.
Take the sword that | offer, that MITCH
MCCONNELL offers, that JAY ROCKE-
FELLER offers, that Senator BUNNING
offers, and all the other Senators
whose names are on this amendment
offer—take this sword. Take this
sword, and fight for the working men
and women of this Nation, and do it
now.

Some may say, ‘I would like to. I
would like to sign up. | am willing to
put on the suit of armor—but what
about the environment? We can’t upset
the environment.”

Let me assure my colleagues and the
people who are watching out there—let
me assure you, this amendment is not
the toxic monster it is purported to be
by some of the environmental organi-
zations and by this White House. It is
not the toxic monster they purport it
to be. In fact, this amendment puts
into place in West Virginia—get this—
this amendment puts into place in
West Virginia the tougher environ-
mental standards prescribed by the
very MOUs that this administration’s
own EPA helped to negotiate. But you
certainly would not know that from all
of the frothing at the mouth by people
who either have no idea what they are
talking about, or who, for some reason,
are deliberately trying to mislead the
people of this country. They either
have no idea of what they are talking
about or they are deliberately and dis-
honestly trying to mislead.

Those who have expressed opposition
to this amendment, including the
White House, claim it would harm
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clean water protections under both the
Clean Water Act and SMCRA. There is
not a word—not a word—of that true,
and they ought to know it, the people
who are saying it. As a matter of fact,
as far as I am concerned, they do know
it. But they certainly ought to if they
don’t.

This amendment would not harm the
Clean Water and the Surface Mining
Reclamation Acts, would not harm
those protections. This amendment
would not lay a hand on those protec-
tions. It would not touch—not touch
them. It would not even brush up
against them. This amendment specifi-
cally states —now hear this, hear this
Senators—this amendment specifically
states:

Nothing in this section modifies, super-
sedes, undermines, displaces or amends any
requirement of or regulation issued under
the Federal Water Pollution Act commonly
known as the Clean Water Act, or the Sur-
face Mining Control and Reclamation Act of
1977.

What could be plainer? What could be
clearer? What could give greater assur-
ance than these words that are in the
amendment?

Mr. McCONNELL. Will the Senator
from West Virginia yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. BYRD. Yes, | yield to my friend,
Senator MCCONNELL. Yes, | do.

Mr. MCcCONNELL. So the Senator
from West Virginia is referring to the
sentence in a letter from John Podesta,
the Chief of Staff of the President,
which says:

As you know, this is consistent with the
President’s opposition to appropriation rid-
ers that would weaken or undermine envi-
ronmental protections under current law.

| say to my friend from West Vir-
ginia—I ask him, that is simply incor-
rect, isn’t it?

Mr. BYRD. Absolutely.

Mr. MCCONNELL. They are not tell-
ing the truth, are they?

Mr. BYRD. They are not telling the
truth.

Mr. MCCONNELL. They either know
it, in which case they are not telling
the truth, or they are woefully unin-
formed, aren’t they?

Mr. BYRD. They either know they
are not telling the truth or they are

woefully uninformed; exactly, pre-
eminently precise.
Mr. MCCONNELL. The President

came to Hazard, KY, this year, and he
bit his lip, and he felt our pain. And he
said: What can we do for you? I am
here in Appalachia to find out what I
can do for you, to make life better.

This is it, isn’t it? | say to my friend
from Virginia. This is what they can do
for us to make life better?

Mr. BYRD. That is it, that is it, and
it has my fingerprints on it, and it has
your fingerprints on it, may | say to
my dear friend from Kentucky.

Mr. MCcCCONNELL. And we have
20,000, 15,000 coal miners jobs in Ken-
tucky, and 65,000 additional jobs that
would not be there but for coal. And
the only impression we can get from
this is, they don’t care.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Mr. BYRD. Exactly.

Mr. MCCONNELL. | thank my friend.

Mr. BYRD. What other impression
could one get?

Mr. McCONNELL. Because we have
made it clear to them, haven’t we,
what this is all about? It does not
change current law at all?

Mr. BYRD. It does not change cur-
rent law at all. It doesn’t touch current
law.

Mr. McCONNELL. I thank my friend
from West Virginia.

(Mr. ROBERTS assumed the chair.)

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the White
House has pressed for changes in this
amendment. The White House, accord-
ing to Mr. Podesta’s letter to the
Speaker and Mr. Podesta’s letter to
me, wants a ‘‘time limited solution.”
This amendment is limited to 2 years
or to the completion of the ongoing
Federal study which was ordered by a
court in December of last year and the
issuance of any regulations resulting
from that study.

The White House argues that because
the district court has stayed its ruling,
the jobs of thousands of miners in West
Virginia and hundreds of thousands of
workers in mining and related jobs on
the east coast are no longer threat-
ened. The White House is wrong.

The court, when it ordered the stay,
said this stay has no legal basis. In
other words, he said: The only reason |
am issuing this stay is to pour a little
oil on troubled waters, let the waters
calm down a little bit. All this chaos
and confusion flows from my decision;
I am going to put a stay on that. You
can have a little time to get your
breath.

But he said there is no legal basis for
it, which means that the court could
lift the stay. When Congress gets out of
town, who knows, the court may lift
that stay. The court itself, as | say,
noted that there is no legal basis for
the stay, but, in fact, that the stay was
issued in response to the uproar cre-
ated by the court’s ruling. That is why
we have a stay.

The administration, whose represent-
atives had been working with me on
the language of this amendment, said
to me there is no need now for any leg-
islation. Do not believe it.

The White House argues that because
the district court has stayed its ruling,
the jobs of thousands miners in West
Virginia and hundreds of thousands of
workers in mining and related jobs on
the east coast are no longer threat-
ened. The court could lift its stay. Let
me say again, the court itself noted
that there was no legal basis for the
stay.

We have no assurances as to how long
that stay will remain in place. It pro-
vides no comfort for coal miners. It
provides no comfort for mining compa-
nies who want to invest in new mines
to employ more miners than their sons.
It provides no comfort to others whose
jobs rely on coal, such as the trucking
industry, the barge industry, the rail-
road industry, the suppliers. To them,
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the stay is a stay. It is more like a
weekend pass. That stay has placed a
cloud of uncertainty, a cloud that
hangs over the mining industry in West
Virginia, a cloud that is sprouting
long, gray tentacles that will stretch
across the skies of other States.

I ask my colleagues and those who
are watching—and | hope the White
House is watching—just how many
companies do you think are going to
sign up to any real commitment of fi-
nancial resources and invest the mil-
lions of dollars that it takes to oper-
ate? How many of them are going to
sign up with this stay hanging over
their heads? Why would they want to?

The permitting process was going
along swimmingly before the judge’s
decision. It was going along under the
regulations that were agreed to and
created by the White House’s own regu-
latory agencies: the EPA, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, and the Inte-
rior Department through the Office of
Surface Mining. Fifty-nine of 62 pend-
ing permits could not be approved
under that stay. There are 62 pending
permits; 59 of these could not be ap-
proved under that stay, according to
the West Virginia Division of Environ-
mental Protection as of Monday of this
week.

If this amendment is not adopted,
there are those who will point to this
day and call it a victory for environ-
mental protection, but those individ-
uals have not lifted a finger—they have
not lifted a finger, have not lifted the
smallest finger—to help the many resi-
dents of Appalachia who do not have
safe water piped into their modest
homes for their little children to drink.
They do not carry banners. They do not
carry banners and placards and write
letters and lobby Congress about the
fact that those same streams they ap-
plaud themselves for protecting from
rock and dirt are being polluted by the
wastewater of communities that are
too poor to build sewage plants.

These head-in-the-clouds individuals
peddle dreams of an idyllic life among
old growth trees, but they seem to be
ignorant of the fact that without the
mines, jobs will disappear, the tables
will go bare, the cupboards will be
empty, schools will not have the rev-
enue to teach the children, and towns
will not have the income to provide
even basics. But what do they care?
They will have already thrown down
their placards and their banners and
gone off somewhere else.

These dreamers—I know, | have been
down there. They have been carrying
their banners around some of the meet-
ings that | have addressed. They might
as well talk to the trees. | am speaking
for the coal miners. | lived in a coal
miner’s home. | grew up in a coal min-
er’s home. 1 ate from a coal miner’s
table. | slept on a coal miner’s bed. |
lived under a coal miner’s roof.

Loretta Lynn sings the song “‘I'm a
Coal Miner’s Daughter.” | married a
coal miner’s daughter more than 62
years ago. My wife’s brother died of
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pneumoconiosis. He died of black lung,
contracted in the coal mines. And his
father died under a slate fall—under a
slate fall. He died in the darkness. He
died in the darkness.

Many times | have gone to the min-
ers’ bath house and pulled back the
canvas cover and peered into the face
of a coal miner whom | knew and who
had been killed under a slate fall or
killed by being run over by an electric
motor.

Many times | have walked those
steep hillsides and helped to carry the
heavy—and | mean heavy—coffins of
miners who died following the edict of
the Creator, when he drove Adam and
Eve from the Garden of Eden, saying:
In the sweat of thy brow shall thou eat
bread. And those coal miners know
what that means.

But this court ruling will take away
the right of thousands of coal miners
and truckers and railroad workers and
barge operators to earn their bread in
the sweat of their brow.

Hear me, coal miners! If you do not
know now who your friends are, you
soon will know. These dreamers would
have us believe that if only our moun-
tains—if only our mountains—remain
pristine, new jobs will come. “Or,”
they suggest, ‘‘perhaps coalfields resi-
dents should simply commute to other
areas for employment.” To these indi-
viduals | say, “‘Get real!”’

Those of you in the White House, who
have been working behind my back on
this amendment, go down there and
talk to those coal miners. Tell them
what you have done.

You do not have to drive the dan-
gerous, winding, narrow roads over
which these workers would have to
commute each morning and evening.

When the picket signs are gone, when
the editorials in the big city papers are
lining bird cages, the people of the
small mining communities will be left.
You will be gone. You have thrown
down your banners. You have thrown
down your placards. You have thrown
down your candles. But those people of
the small mining communities will
still be there. They will be left to re-
pair the economic damage.

Mining will be part of the economic
base of my State for the foreseeable fu-
ture, and new ways must be explored to
make mining practices more environ-
mentally friendly. And I am for that.
At the same time, we have to recognize
that the amount of coal reserves in
West Virginia is finite. We must con-
tinue to broaden our State’s economic
base. But such change cannot happen
over night.

A new economic base cannot spring
from the ocean foam. It cannot ema-
nate from the brain of Jove, like Mi-
nerva, fully clothed and in armor. That
effort requires time. And it requires
money. And if you want to know the
worth of money, try to borrow some. It
requires the development of improved
infrastructure, better highways, more
modern highways, up-to-date high-
ways, safer highways, like those Appa-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

lachian corridors that | have been try-
ing for years to build, and for which I
have been horse whipped orally and
with the pen. | do not mind. I know for
whom | am working. I am working for
the people of West Virginia, and always
will as long as the Lord lets me stand.

Water and sewer systems, accessible
health care, safe schools—these are the
kinds of basic facilities and programs
that | have been promoting for many
years. | do not carry my banner today
and throw it down when the speech is
over and go on somewhere else. Those
coal miners are still there. And they
are going to still have my attention,
my respect, my reverence.

In a letter threatening a veto of leg-
islation containing this amendment,
the White House claimed to be pre-
pared to discuss a solution that would
ensure that ‘‘any adverse impacts on
mining communities in West Virginia
are minimized.” Well, talk is cheap.
But any real solution to minimize eco-
nomic impact on these West Virginian
communities won’t be cheap.

Back in July, the President of the
United States appeared in Hazard, KY,
where he delivered an address to the
people of Appalachia. Appalachia is my
home. | was married there. Our first
daughter was born there. Our second
daughter was born there. I went to
school there. | graduated from high
school there in Appalachia.

The President of the United States
expressed great sympathy for the eco-
nomic distress in these mountainous
States. It was an uplifting speech. He is
very capable of giving uplifting speech-
es. It was a speech that reached out to
the human spirit and built great expec-
tations. Calling on corporate America
to invest in rural America, President
Clinton said: “This is a time to bring
more jobs and investment and hope to
the areas of our country that have not
fully participated in this economic re-
covery.” And | say: Amen, brother!
Amen.

I agree with that message. It is the
right thing to do. We should be bring-
ing jobs to Appalachia. We should be
bringing new businesses, too. But how
can one peddle hope while undercutting
the real jobs and businesses that do
exist in Appalachia? If we don’t act
now, if the court lifts its stay, we will
be back here a few months from now
battling this issue all over again. It
may not just be West Virginia then. It
may be your own States, Senators. It
may be your people, Senators. It may
be your families.

There may be an appeal of the judges
ruling, and that appeal may lead to a
more equitable outcome. However, that
appeal may simply maintain the
judge’s decision and put us squarely
back where we have been in recent
weeks, trying to address the matter
Congressionally—trying to reaffirm
well-established Congressional intent
that has been followed for the past 20
years while striving for improvements
in the way mining is conducted.

In the meantime, with the scales
tipped against them, mining families
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must hold on to a crumbling ledge. The
heel is poised above their fingertips,
ready to mash down.

We have a pretty good idea who the
opponents of this effort are. But what
of the supporters? Let me tell you who
is standing by us: The United Mine
Workers of America; the National Min-
ing Association; the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce; the Bituminous Coal Opera-
tors Association; the AFL-CIO—hear
that, White House, the AFL-CIO—the
National Association of Manufacturers;
the Association of American Railroads;
the United Transportation Union; the
Norfolk Southern Railroad; CSX Rail-
road; the Brotherhood of Railroad Sig-
nalmen; the International Union of Op-
erating Engineers; the Brotherhood of
Maintenance of Way Employees; the
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers;
the Transport Workers of America; the
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers;
the International Brotherhood of Elec-
trical Workers; the Utility Workers
Union of America; American Electric
Power.

You see, the environmentalists sent a
letter to the White House, and they
listed a few organizations that were
supporting their opposition to this
amendment. But listen to this list, too.
This amendment has its friends.

I continue with the reading of the
list: the Southern States Energy
Board; the Southern Company; the
United Steelworkers of America; the
Independent Steelworkers Union—it
isn’t just coal miners, you see; these
are brothers—the Laborers Inter-
national Union of North America; the
American Truckers Association; the
International Brotherhood of Team-
sters; the American Waterways Opera-
tors; the International Union of Trans-
portation Communications; the Amer-
ican Federation of Teachers; the Amer-
ican Federation of State, County, and
Municipal Employees; the American
Federation of Government Employ-
ees—White House, it isn’t just ROBERT
BYRD and MITCH McCCONNELL and JAY
ROCKEFELLER and Senator BUNNING,
PETE DOMENICI, LARRY CRAIG, and PHIL
GRAMM, and the fine Senator who sits
in the Chair, PAT ROBERTS. It isn’t just
these. It isn’t just the House delega-
tion, the three Members of the House
from West Virginia. These are not
alone.

It is also the National
Senior Citizens.

These groups—representing millions
of citizens—agree with us that a legis-
lative remedy is needed, and is needed
now. They agree that there must be a
balanced approach. What this amend-
ment does is simple. It establishes a
fair, moderate balance between jobs
and the environment, while also pro-
viding for additional review and regu-
lation once the environmental impact
study is complete.

It is time to put aside whatever ani-
mosity exists between the coal mining
industry and the environmental move-
ment.

I am not much for making pre-
dictions, but | can make this one: the

Council of
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coming years will bring us more chal-
lenges like this, when the environment
and the economy must be harmonized.
Today is a test of our ability to deal
those challenges ahead.

This nation can put a man on the
moon. Surely, we can adopt a solution
to this problem that protects the envi-
ronment and protects jobs of the coal-
fields.

This amendment seeks to go back to
the regulations and the agreements
that made up the status quo ante be-
fore the judge’s order—that is all we
ask—the status quo ante agreed upon
by the administration’s EPA, by the
administration’s Army Corps of Engi-
neers, by the administration’s Depart-
ment of the Interior, the Office of Sur-
face Mining. That is what we ask. And
we ask not only for justice, but we ask
also for mercy for the coal miners and
the other working people of America.

I ask unanimous consent that the
names of the cosponsors and sponsors
of this amendment be printed in the
RECORD, and they are as follows:

Senators BYRD, MCCONNELL, ROCKE-
FELLER, BUNNING, REID, CRAIG, BRYAN,
HATCH, BENNETT, MURKOWSKI, CRAPO,
ENzI, BURNS, and KyL. | have not put
forth any big effort to shop this
around. | also add Senators BREAUX,
SHELBY, GRAMM, and GRAMS, as cospon-
sors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Kentucky is
recognized.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. McCONNELL. | ask unanimous
consent that there now be a period of
morning business until the hour of 5
p.m. and that the time be divided in
the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

BYRD-McCONNELL MINING
AMENDMENT

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, |
first thank my friend from West Vir-
ginia for his leadership on this extraor-
dinarily important issue to my State
and to his and, for that matter, to all
the people of Appalachia where coal is
mined.

Thanks to my friend from West Vir-
ginia, | had a unique experience last
week. As the proud possessor of a zero
rating from the AFL-CIO, | had never
been invited to a rally by the United
Mine Workers of America. Thanks to
the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia, who | assume warned the
crowd to say nice things or at least to
refrain from throwing anything, |
joined him on the west front of the
Capitol last Tuesday and had an oppor-
tunity to watch Senator BYRD in ac-
tion in a different environment. | have
seen him many times on the floor, al-
ways persuasive and always effective,
but never before a rally largely of his
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people and my people who make their
livelihood mining coal.

I must say, it was a memorable expe-
rience. If 1 ever do my memoirs, | say
to my friend from West Virginia, that
experience will be in it. We have joined
together today. And there are many
others on this side of the aisle, and |
hope we will have some on that side of
the aisle, who have had enough of this
administration declaring war on legal
industries engaged in an honest effort
to keep the engines of this country
moving forward. We have a number of
Republican Senators from the West,
and they all informed us over the years
about the war on the West. Senator
DoMENICI and Senator CRAIG have edu-
cated some of us southerners about the
problems they have had. And | am
pleased to say | have supported them
over the years, without exception, in
their efforts to preserve those jobs in
the mining industry out west.

Well, 1 would say the war on the West
is moving east, and we are beginning to
feel the sting. Even though this amend-
ment was generated by a very poorly
reasoned district court decision in the
Federal court in West Virginia, let me
say that is just the beginning, as the
Senator from West Virginia has point-
ed out; it is just the beginning.

All the Byrd-McConnell amendment
seeks to do—not just for coal mining
but for hard rock mining as well—is to
restore us to the existing law, at least
with regard to coal mining, as the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia
has pointed out. The letter from the
White House, from Chief of Staff John
Podesta to the President, either lies or
is woefully ill informed.

It is clear to this Senator that the
people downtown don’t care what the
facts are. They don’t care about the
20,000 coal miners in West Virginia and
the 15,000 coal miners in Kentucky.
They really don’t care. | don’t think
they have bothered to read the amend-
ment of the Senator from West Vir-
ginia because, as he pointed out a few
moments ago with regard to coal min-
ing, we are seeking to reestablish the
status quo, agreed to and entered into
by the most radical EPA in the history
of the country. There is no question in
my mind that whenever any environ-
mental group in America hiccups, it is
felt downtown. Anytime they object to
anything, the administration falls in
line.

It has been fascinating to watch this
issue develop because it pits the envi-
ronmentalists against the unions—
truly a Hobson’s choice for the admin-
istration. When they had to pick a side
between the environmentalists and the
coal miners in West Virginia and in
Kentucky, it is pretty clear whose side
they chose. They don’t care about
these jobs. They are not interested in
reading this amendment. They really
don’t care what is in the amendment.
They are willing to sacrifice the 20,000
coal-mining jobs in West Virginia and
the 15,000 coal-mining jobs in Kentucky
in order to score points with a lot of
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environmentalists—who, | assume,
enjoy having electricity all the time so
they can read their reports—decrying
the people who work in the industry so
important to our States. Clinton and
GORE are determined to put the agenda
of the fringe environmental groups and
Presidential political concerns ahead
of the needs of coal miners in Appa-
lachia.

As | said earlier in a colloquy with
the Senator from West Virginia, and as
he referred to in his speech, the Presi-
dent came to Appalachia last summer.
He happened to have picked my State.
He came to Hazard, KY. It was a large
crowd. They were honored to have him
there. The mayor of Hazard is still
talking about it. It was one of the high
points of his life. The President looked
out at the people in Hazard, many of
whom make a living in the coal mines,
and he said, “‘I am here to help you.”

Well, Mr. President, we need your
help. I assume the whole idea behind
coming to Kentucky was not to in-
crease unemployment. My recollection
of what that visit was about was how
the Federal Government could actually
produce new jobs for the mountains—
something a lot of people have talked
about and few have been able to de-
liver. Well, we would like to have new
jobs, Mr. President, but I can tell you
this: We would rather not lose any
more of the few jobs we have remain-
ing. That is not a step in the right di-
rection.

We don’t have as many coal jobs as
we used to. The production is about the
same. The employment is much small-
er. Every time there has been an im-
provement in the coal-mining indus-
try—whether on top of the mountain or
underneath the mountain—safety has
gone up, and that is important. But
employment has gone down. We are not
yet ready to walk away from coal in
this country. We have not built a new
nuclear plant in 20 years and are not
likely to build any more. These people
are engaged in an indispensable activ-
ity. They would like to have a little
support from down on Pennsylvania
Avenue. Where is the compassion?
Where is the concern about these exist-
ing jobs in a critically important in-
dustry for our country?

Senator BYRD has really covered the
subject, and there is not much | could
add, other than just to read once again
what this amendment is about. Noth-
ing in our amendment modifies, super-
sedes, undermines, displaces, or
amends any requirement of or regula-
tion issued under the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, commonly re-
ferred to as the Clean Water Act, or the
Surface Mining Act of 1977. So in re-
sponse to this outrageous and ridicu-
lous court decision, we have not pro-
posed changing the law. The judge, in
his decision, has made it clear that he
expects us to clear this up. He is invit-
ing us to legislate. That is what we are
hoping to do.

The EPA, the Office of Surface Min-
ing, the Corps of Engineers, and other
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relevant agencies are in the process of
conducting a thorough environmental
impact study. At the conclusion of this
process, if any of these agencies believe
it is necessary, they may create new
environmental regulations addressing
the practice of mountaintop mining.
Some might say that Senator BYRD
and | and others are trying to delay the
inevitable. | argue just the opposite. |
argue that, by maintaining the status
quo and allowing the EIS to move for-
ward, you allow coal operators the
ability to make the long-term plans es-
sential to the viability of this industry.

So there are only two things you
need to remember about our amend-
ment: No. 1, it doesn’t alter the Clean
Water Act. No. 2, it doesn’t alter the
Surface Mining Act. It seeks to pre-
serve the status quo.

| say to all of you who you are going
to be down here asking us someday to
help you save jobs in your State be-
cause of some outrageous action on the
part of this administration—and some
of you have done that already—we need
your help. We need your help. This is
an extraordinarily important vote to
our States. The honest, hard-working
people who make their living in the
mines are under assault by this admin-
istration, and we would like to call a
halt to it. We hope we will have your
help in doing that.

Let me conclude by thanking again
the Senator from West Virginia for his
extraordinary leadership on this impor-
tant issue to his State and to my State
and, frankly, we believe, to a whole lot
of other States because the principle is
very sound. We call on our colleagues
from the West—even those of us who
have been voting with you over the
years weren’t quite sure what it was all
about, but we have figured it out. This
whole thing is moving its way east. We
need your help.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from ldaho is rec-
ognized.

ORDER OF PROCEDURE

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that following my
statement, Senator ROCKEFELLER from
West Virginia be allowed to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended until 5:30 p.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

BYRD-McCONNELL MINING
AMENDMENT

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. CRAIG. Yes.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, | forgot to
mention the specific names of two Sen-
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ators cosponsoring this amendment.
The two are Nevada Senators, Mr. REID
and Mr. BRYAN. | wanted to mention
their names for the RECORD.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, | am glad
the Senator from West Virginia has in-
cluded our two colleagues from the
State of Nevada. Today, Nevada is
probably the lead mining State in our
Nation as it relates to the production
of gold.

For the last hour you have heard
probably some of the most eloquent
statements spoken on this floor on the
issue of coal mining. The Byrd amend-
ment does not deal only with coal, al-
though it is extremely important, and
the public attention of the last week
has been focused on a judge’s opinion
about coal, coal mining in West Vir-
ginia, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, and up
and down the Appalachia chain of this
country.

But the amendment also has some-
thing else in it that my colleague from
West Virginia and | agreed to some
time ago: When we talk on this floor
about mining, when we talk about the
economy of mining, the environment of
mining, and the jobs of mining, we
would stand together; that we would
not allow our political differences to
divide us. Because if you support the
economy of this country, you have to
stand together.

I am absolutely amazed that the
Speaker of the House or the senior Sen-
ator from West Virginia would get a
letter from the White House of the
kind to which both he and the Senator
from Kentucky have referred. Lying? |
hope not. Uninformed? | doubt it. Here
is the reason | doubt their lack of in-
formation.

For the last 7 years, this administra-
tion has been intent on changing cur-
rent mining law. | am referring pri-
marily to the law of 1872. | am refer-
ring primarily to hard-rock mining on
public lands, because the laws that the
Senator from West Virginia referred to
that were passed in 1977, the Surface
Mining Control and Reclamation Act,
have become law, and established the
principles and the policies under which
we would mine the coal of America.

Then, on top of that, came the Clean
Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and the
National Environmental Policy Act—
all of them setting a framework and a
standard under which we could mine
the minerals and the resources of this
country and assure our citizens it
would be done in a sound environ-
mental way.

As the laws of West Virginia, which
are the laws of America, which are the
laws this Senate passed, apply to coal
mining, at least in the instances of the
Clean Air Act and the Clean Water Act,
they, too, apply to the mining of the
west—to hard-rock mining, to gold
mining, to silver mining, to lead and
zinc mining, and to open-pit gravel op-
erations of America.

Yet there is an attorney—not a
judge, not an elected U.S. Senator, but
an attorney—who sits at a desk at the
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Department of Interior and upon his
own volition 2 years ago decided he
would rewrite the mining law of this
country—a law that had been in place
since 1872, tested in the courts hun-
dreds of times, and that in every in-
stance one principle stood out and was
upheld. That was the principle of mill
sites and how the operating agency,
primarily the BLM, could, upon the re-
quest of a mining operation under a
mining plan uniform with its processes,
ask for additional properties under
which to operate its mine. Consist-
ently, for over 100 years, the Federal
agencies of this country have granted
those additional mill sites.

The attorney | am referring to, prior
to his job with the Secretary of Inte-
rior, was an environmental activist. In
the late 1980s, he wrote a book. His
book decried the tremendous environ-
mental degradation that the mining in-
dustries of America were putting upon
this planet. In that book, he said there
is a simple way to bring the mining in-
dustry to its knees. ““If you can’t pass
laws to do it, you can do it through
rule and regulation.” Those are his
words. He wrote it in the book, which
was well read across America.

When | asked that solicitor to come
before the subcommittee | chair, which
is the Mining Subcommittee, | quoted
back to him his own words and said: If
that is not what you said, then what
are you doing now? He didn’t say yes,
but he didn’t say no. Here is what he
did say. He said: | have reached out to
every State director of every BLM op-
eration in this Nation, and | have
asked them if the process | have over-
ruled by my decision is a process that
has been well used by the agency. He
said they responded to him: Not so—
very lightly used and only used in re-
cent years.

The tragedy of that statement is that
it was a lie because the Freedom of In-
formation Act shows that every State
director wrote a letter to the solicitor
a year before | asked him the question
and every State director of every State
office of the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment said this is a practice in our
manuals and has been used consist-
ently since the 1872 law was imple-
mented.

What did solicitor John Leshy do be-
fore the Mining Subcommittee of the
Senate? He perjured himself. That is
what he did. And the Freedom of Infor-
mation Act shows that.

I would say to the Senator from West
Virginia and the Senator from Ken-
tucky, my guess is that the informa-
tional mind that wrote the letter that
John Podesta sent to you came from an
agency that had already perjured itself
before the U.S. Senate. | know that as
fact. | give that to you on my word and
with my honor.

Therefore, in the Byrd-McConnell
amendment is a provision that said:
Mr. Leshy, you cannot arbitrarily or
capriciously overturn over 100 years of
mining law. That is not your job. You
are a hired attorney. You are not an
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elected Senator or a President. That is
our job—to change public policy and to
do it in a fair and sound environmental
way.

We are all environmentalists. The
senior Senator from West Virginia said
it so clearly. | say what | mean. And we
all know as politicians and public peo-
ple that none of our colleagues have
ever run on the dirty air or the dirty
water platform. We are all proud of our
environmental records. We want the
air and the water to be clean.

But have you ever driven to the
mountains of the west or the moun-
tains of West Virginia? They are rug-
ged and steep. We must craft unique
policies and procedures to mine the
wealth from underneath those moun-
tains. It is a tough struggle. We know
it. We have learned in the last decades
to do it in a much better way than our
forebears. That is called good environ-
mental policy and good stewardship.

Every one of us is an environ-
mentalist. But we are not radical pres-
ervationists who would deny the thou-
sands of working men and women in
West Virginia and Kentucky no food
for their table, no money in their pock-
et, or no education for their children. If
you don’t like the environment here,
get in a car and drive down the road.
To heck with your job and to heck with
you.
I understand the young person in
urban America today sitting at his or
her keyboard, working the high-tech
economy of our country, saying to the
Senator from ldaho, West Virginia, and
Kentucky: What are you talking
about? Does it make much sense? We
want a clean environment. Save the
mountains of West Virginia, ldaho, Ne-
vada, and Kentucky, and the plains of
Texas.

Let me say to that marvelous young
American sitting at his or her key-
board: As you touch that keyboard to-
night, and it lights up for you and it
energizes, it is the electricity gen-
erated by the coal of West Virginia
that gave you the power to reach the
Internet and to reach the stars beyond.
That power surge through connections
created of gold and silver came from
the mines of Idaho, from the mines of
Nevada, and from the Western States.

Please, America, broaden your vision
of what it takes to make the leading
economy of the world work so well.

It is our clean air, it is our clean
water, and that we are proud of. But 60
percent of America’s electricity is gen-
erated out of the coal mines of Amer-
ica, and the connections that create
the fluidity of the flow of that elec-
tricity so there is less restriction is the
gold and the silver of the West. That is
what makes our country work so well.
That is what makes our country the
cleanest country in the world.

Our leadership, our policy, our clean
coal technology, our ability not to tear
up the Earth anymore—but when we
do, we replace it, we reshape it, we
change it—that is our law that causes
it to happen. That is the law that this
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Senate crafted. So, no, we cannot be
extreme nor can we be radical. We have
to offer balance and we will offer that
in the context of the best environment
we can create.

I will not forget, when | asked Alan
Greenspan to come before the Repub-
lican Policy Committee this spring to
talk about surplus and how we handle
them, afterwards | said: Mr. Greenspan,
you watch our economy everyday; why
is it so good? Why is it literally pulling
the rest of the economy of the world
with it? Last month, unemployment in
this country was 4.1 percent; average
wage, $13.39 an hour, the highest aver-
age wage ever and the lowest unem-
ployment rate in 29 years. And we do it
with the cleanest of the environments
of the developed nations of the world.
Why do we do it? Mr. Greenspan said it
well: We just know how to do it better
than anybody else. We know how to
mine better than anybody else. We
know how to create economies better
than anybody else and, in almost every
instance, we do it with the minimal
form of government regulation.

The Senator from West Virginia
makes a very clear case. It isn’t that
West Virginia was trying to do it bet-
ter. They were. It is that this White
House won’t support this effort. They
have not chosen to follow the route of
the environmental community. They
have chosen to follow the word of a few
radical preservationists who would ask
young Americans to turn on their com-
puters tonight to the light of a candle.
If it is the light of a candle that will
lead this world, computers will not
turn on, the economy will not energize,
and the men and women of West Vir-
ginia will go hungry.

I support the Senator from West Vir-
ginia because he supports mining, as I
do. It is time our Senate and the House
bring balance to this issue. | hope they
support attaching this critical amend-
ment to the continuing resolution.

1 yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SEs-
SIONS). The distinguished Senator from
West Virginia is recognized.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I note the pres-

ence of the Senator from Louisiana on
the floor. | inquire if the Senator wish-
es to speak at some point on this sub-
ject.
! Ms. LANDRIEU. | thank the Senator.
| do wish to speak. | am happy to wait
until the Senator has completed his re-
marks, if he could let me know how
long he will be.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. 1 will speak,
then the Senator from Texas will
speak, and then | ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senator from Louisiana
be permitted to speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. | thank my dis-
tinguished senior colleague who has
been daunting and relentless in his pur-
suit of his amendment, which is a very
good amendment, an amendment which
deserves to be passed.

What is fascinating to me has been
said before by others. | will go back to
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the letter from John Podesta at the
White House, the Chief of Staff to the
President. He said that any solution
that would undercut water quality pro-
tection under the Clean Water Act, or
under SMCRA, the Surface Mining
Control and Recreation Act, simply is
unacceptable, and that the President’s
opposition to appropriations riders
that would weaken or undermine envi-
ronmental protections under current
law would be unacceptable.

I emphasize as strongly as | possibly
can he is wrong in that statement. The
fact that he is wrong in that statement
is of the utmost importance to our col-
leagues if they or their staffs are lis-
tening as they come to a decision
about this amendment. If he were
right, that would be an entirely dif-
ferent matter. However, he is not right.
To make it perfectly clear, we have in-
cluded that in the legislation that Sen-
ator BYRD and Senator MCCONNELL put
forward. | will read it again for those
who may not have been listening be-
fore: Nothing in this section modifies,
supersedes, undermines, displaces or
amends any requirement of or regula-
tion issued under the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act or the Surface
Mining Control Reclamation Act of
1977.

It would be law. It is the case, in any
event. We added this not because we
thought it would be fortuitous to add
it, not because we needed to add it, but
because it was true at the outset. We
did it to make the point even clearer
for those who would raise this point.

Senator BYRD made the points most
clearly and most powerfully. This
amendment, on which we are asking
for support, simply puts into law the
memorandum of understanding which |
hold in my hand, which has been signed
off by the Environmental Protection
Agency, by the Office of Surface Min-
ing in the Department of Interior, and
by the Corps of Engineers. The signa-
tures are here—the signature from the
Environmental Protection Agency, a
very high senior official, the signature
from the Regional Director at the Of-
fice of Surface Mining, the signature
from the brigadier general of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, and the sig-
nature from an official in West Vir-
ginia.

The point is the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency has approved, and the
OSM and the Corps of Engineers have
approved and given their official writ-
ten stamp of approval in writing, right
here. This equals this amendment.
There is no difference therein. | am not
one who either baits or ridicules the
environmental movement nor do most
of my colleagues.

This country is constructed under
the republican nature of its form of
government as a system of checks and
balances. I have a tremendous interest
in health care public policy. | spend a
lot of time being upset with the Health
Care Finance Administration called
HCFA. There are people, obviously,
who are upset by EPA. By and large, |
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think EPA tries to do within its own
understanding the best job it can. By
and large, | think one of the reasons
the environmental condition of our
country is gradually improving, al-
though slowly, is because some of those
people take positions which are not
popular with members of this body or
the other body or with Governors or
with the public. I do not ridicule what
they do.

However, | do think they know in
their hearts that what Senator BYRD
and Senator McCONNELL and some of
the other Members are trying to do is
completely consistent with the intent
of Congress, in fact, in the case of
SMCRA, for over the last 20 years.

Let me say this before | talk about
the importance of mining in West Vir-
ginia and the problems of simply po-
tentially eradicating coal mining—not
just across West Virginia and Ken-
tucky but, if this were to be extended
and this were to catch fire, eradicating
the potential for the 57 to 60 percent of
electricity which is fueled by the use of
coal across this country—that there is
a balance. | recognize, sometimes when
people say that, people say that is a
word they use to get out of this situa-
tion or that situation. But this country
has to run on a balance. One cannot
simply say to southern West Virginia,
to central West Virginia, to northern
West Virginia, to other parts of our
country: We are going to make these
enormous changes, very radical in
their content today because tomorrow
will be a new day, because transition in
America somehow just simply happens,
and we move from one sort of a core in-
dustry type of economy in West Vir-
ginia to a modern, totally smokeless
type of economy, and there does not
need to be any interruption. So we will
come in and we will stop this business
called mountaintop mining.

In the process of that, we are prob-
ably, unless this amendment is agreed
to, going to stop much of the under-
ground mining of West Virginia and
Kentucky and the 13 to 16 States in
this country that produce coal because
the effect under the law, under the
judge’s rule, says this can happen.

I want my colleagues to understand
something about my State of West Vir-
ginia. We are not on the coasts. We do
not have the advantage of the trade
that flows to the Atlantic coast or the
Pacific coast. We do not have the ad-
vantage yet, entirely, of the access
that comes from the interstates that
cut through our mountains and would
allow us to become part of the flowing
economy that so much of the rest of
the Nation simply takes for granted.
But most importantly, let me say to
my colleagues, and let them hear this,
please, with understanding: Only 4 per-
cent of the land of West Virginia is
flat. Only 4 percent of the landmass of
West Virginia is flat. All of the rest of
it is going uphill or going downhill, ei-
ther at great steepness, very great
steepness, or somewhat lesser steep-
ness; it is not flat. Only 4 percent is
flat.
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Imagine, then, trying to construct an
economy, an economy developing,
much less the life of schools, the life of
families, the life of recreation, the life
of a State, on 4 percent of the land and
then moving up the side of hills, where
one can do that, and hoping the winter
will pass quickly because it is very
hard to plow those roads. It becomes a
very difficult situation in the southern
part of our State.

You cannot simply say we mine coal
today and we do biotechnology and in-
formation technology tomorrow. You
cannot walk across the Grand Canyon
in one step.

Senator BYRD and the junior Senator
from West Virginia, together, in dif-
ferent ways, have been trying very ag-
gressively, over the last number of
years, to modernize the economy of
West Virginia. We have been doing so
with a respect for our basic indus-
tries—steel, chemicals, coal, wood, nat-
ural gas, et cetera—but also under-
standing that the world is changing,
that we are globalized. This Senator
has spent the last 15 years making
trips back and forth to various Asian
countries, trying to globalize the econ-
omy of West Virginia through reverse
investment and through the increase of
exports. Indeed, the increase of exports
in the last 5 years has gone up by 50
percent in West Virginia. So we are
making progress.

But we do not start from the base
that so many other States have. So
what happens in southern West Vir-
ginia if the Senate or the Congress
turns its back on this amendment is
something | would like people to think
about. We would lose approximately $2
billion in wages. Senator MCCONNELL,
in his very good remarks, mentioned
4.1 percent of people are unemployed in
this Nation. That is not true in the
part of the State that we are talking
about, in West Virginia. The counties |
would mention would be six. In
McDowell County there is over 14 per-
cent unemployment today. The reason
it is not higher is because so many of
the people who were there have left. If
they had stayed there, the figure would
be much higher.

In Mingo County, which has a lot of
coal reserves of very high quality—that
is high Btu, low-sulfur-content coal—it
is over 14 percent, over 14 percent. The
national average is 4.1 percent—that is
terrific, in Connecticut, Colorado,
other places. | am proud of that, happy
for that. But in Mingo County it is 14
percent. In Boone County it is less
than that; it is 13.9 percent. A lot of
our low-sulfur, high Btu, highly desir-
able for the making of steel coal is pro-
duced in that county; Logan County,
13.5 percent; Lincoln County, almost 11
percent; Wyoming County, almost 11
percent.

Can one understand what that means
to me as a human being, much less as
a U.S. Senator, when one struggles in
land which is so steep, so desperately
steep, land which used to be, many mil-
lions of years ago, higher than Mt. Ev-
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erest? Because that is what the Appa-
lachians were; they were the tallest
mountains in the world. Over these
millions of years, they have been
ground down, but they have not been
ground down to a level where economic
activity is readily accessible. We can-
not put the great big highways so eas-
ily into that kind of terrain.

Senator BYRD has done a remarkable
job in trying to do that. But not all
those roads have been built, and only a
couple of those have been built in
southern West Virginia because the
cost per mile is so prohibitively high.
Even if the Federal Government pro-
vides the money, the State can’t match
it. So progress is slow.

I also want to say something that is
very important to me personally. This
Surface Mining Act goes back to when
I was Governor. The Senator from
Idaho made those comments. | did not
agree with everything the Senator
from Idaho said, incidentally, about ei-
ther the Environmental Protection
Agency or other things, but | agree
with the thrust on what he wants to do
with this amendment. But | was Gov-
ernor of West Virginia at that time. We
were faced with this question of what
we were going to do about surface min-
ing and the Federal act.

I will say two things. One is that |
have known for a long time, and | have
been told by many people in and out of
government, that a good deal of the
Federal act was based upon what it was
that we were doing, what it was | was
causing to happen as Governor in West
Virginia, in the way that surface min-
ing was carried out. In other words,
West Virginia, | will then say from
that statement, has a higher level of
requirements of surface mining than do
other States and higher, in general
terms, | might say, than the Federal
Government.

But | also want to say Cecil Andrus,
who is from the West and was tough—
he was a tough Department of Interior
Administrator, Secretary of the Inte-
rior—gave West Virginia something
called primacy on surface mining.

All of this we are talking about—sur-
face mining being the opposite of un-
derground mining; anything that is not
underground is surface; whether it is
mountain mining or surface mining, it
is all up above the ground—he gave us
primacy. We were the first State in the
Nation and the only State for quite a
period of time to receive primacy.

What he was saying by that is that
you in West Virginia do your surface
mining reclamation so well that we are
going to give you the authority to go
ahead, and we will back out of it com-
pletely; we have no jurisdiction any-
more; you have jurisdiction unless you
start to do things which are wrong.
Then we will take it back.

I was very proud of that. That caused
me to have some of the views | have
today.

When we talk about not gutting the
Clean Water Act or not gutting
SMCRA, we in West Virginia cannot af-
ford to gut, so to speak, those Federal
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acts in a far more intense way than
most other States because if we do, we
are hurt by them much more than
other States because of the enormously
mountainous, hilly nature of our State,
with only 4 percent of it being flat. All
the rest of it goes up or it goes down at
one level or another. We have to re-
spect the laws.

Mountain mining has changed a bit
over the years in the sense that it has
gotten rather larger in the area it cov-
ers. Most of us in Congress understand
that mountaintop mining in West Vir-
ginia is never going to be the same. In
fact, the congressional delegation in
the House and the Senate wrote an ar-
ticle in the West Virginia papers in
which we said it is true, it never is
going to be the same.

It may be possible we cannot afford
to have, as far as the mountains are
concerned, these enormous areas that
are mined all at once. But when some-
body comes along and says, oh, you
should do that, you should restrict the
size because you can’t fill valleys, they
are wrong. Under the Federal law, they
are wrong. The Federal law specifically
provides for that. | will not read it. |
will simply hold it up. Here it is in
SMCRA. It specifically provides for
being able to do valley fill.

If the Federal judge who made this
decision in West Virginia wants to
eliminate that—but then again, in his
opinion recently, he said: Nothing I am
saying here is anything on the basis of
merit; it is all on the basis of saying we
want a little peace and calm so that
the Federal Government, the Congress,
can litigate on this matter and decide
what needs to be done, which is why
Senator BYRD, Senator MCCONNELL,
and a number of us went ahead with
this amendment.

We did have a system whereby the
two sides—I do not even like to use the
words ‘‘two sides’’—the environmental
community and the industrial commu-
nity, could come together and work to-
gether. We had a system in which one
of the people who works with me spent
5 weeks in the coal fields working with
the environmental people, working
with the State people, working with
the mining people, working with the
union people. They came very close to
almost a total agreement on what
should be done. There was only one
area on which they could not reach
final agreement. It was something
called a buffer zone. They could have
reached a final agreement. Then the
Corps of Engineers came along and
blew the whole thing out.

| appeal to my colleagues to under-
stand there is a role and a place for
reason, compromise, balance, and sen-
sible action in all of this. This world is
not divided between people who are
strictly environmental in their pur-
poses and people who are strictly for
jobs in their purposes. There has to be
that balance.

Global warming is a fact. I do not
dispute the science. | look around me;
I feel the temperature; | understand
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what is going on. On the other hand, at
the same time | have those feelings in
my bosom, having to speak grown up
as an adult, as a VISTA volunteer in
the southern coal fields of West Vir-
ginia, that these people who are mining
coal—the coal miners Senator BYRD
talks about so eloquently—are doing
what they know how to do and doing it
the best way they possibly can.

If we are not able to get our amend-
ment accepted, if the judge lifts the
stay, if his decree goes into effect, min-
ing will more or less cease to exist in
West Virginia because nobody will in-
vest; nobody will say: All right, let’s
just wait for a couple of years and then
we will come back and look at West
Virginia. That will not happen. It will
be more or less the end of mining in
West Virginia, not just in southern
West Virginia, but it will probably be
all over West Virginia because every-
where there are effects of the judge’s
opinion.

We have to have both. We have to
have a way for people to provide the
electricity the Senator from Idaho
talked about to turn on those com-
puters. We have to have a way to light
up this Senate and to light up the
homes of people all over America. As |
indicated, 57 to 60 percent of all the
electricity in this country is made by
coal. It is not made by nuclear power.
It is not made, at this point, by natural
gas. It is made by coal. It is a fact of
life. Reasonable people understand
that.

You cannot just obliterate that and
pretend there are not going to be con-
sequences. Nobody wants economic
devastation. | do not think any of our
colleagues want economic devastation
on the State of West Virginia. | do not
think that is in their hearts; | do not
think that is what is in their minds;
but that is what is in the process of
happening unless this Byrd-McConnell
amendment is, in fact, agreed to and
becomes part of the national law. All it
will do is put into law precisely what
the Environmental Protection Agency,
the Office of Surface Mining, and the
Corps of Engineers have officially
signed off on as policy.

The stakes are tremendously high in
West Virginia, and the stakes are tre-
mendously high not only in Kentucky
but all across this country. This is
kind of a watershed decision we are
about to make. Are we going to find
some kind of a compromise, a way of
working things through, or are we
going to deem each other to be en-
emies, one to another, one on one side,
one on the other—one environ-
mentalist, who either feels or is
deemed to feel they have no interest in
jobs—which | doubt because environ-
mentalists are people, too—or on the
other side coal miners who then turn
on environmentalists as being totally
hostile people. All that does is degrade
the content of public discussion and de-
grade the possibility of a reasonable
resolution.

I hope very much this amendment
will be adopted. | regret very much the
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White House has been so difficult on
this whole matter, having given their
word to the senior Senator from West
Virginia and then reversed it the next
day, having given their word on mat-
ters of steel during the 